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ABSTRACT 
This study investigates the relationship between 
students' control over the use of linguistic devices 
that contribute to textual cohesion and coherence in 
their writing and their ability to understand and 
interpret texts. 
A reading test and a writing test were 
administered to 567 students In 21 Form 7 classes in 
I 
15 local secondary schools. Students' control over 
cohesion and coherence in writing was measured by the 
frequency counts of cohesive devices as identified in 
Halliday and Hasan's Taxonomy of Cohesion (1976), the 
application of the National Assessment of Educational 
Progress Holistic Cohesion Scoring Scale (1980) and 
the application of the Bamberg Holistic Coherence 
Scoring Scale (1984). The frequency counts of 
cohesive devices, the cohesion rating scores and the 
coherence rating scores were used as predictor 
variables in stepwise multiple regression analyses to 
predict the reading comprehension scores. 
Coherence in writing was found to account for 
iii 
25% of the variance In the ability to read and 
interpret text (R square = .25, P < .0001). And 
cohesion In writing was found to account for 10% of 
the variance (R square'= .10, P < .0001). The above 
results were obtained after initial differences in 
linguistic competence had been partial led out by the 
inclusion of grades attained by the subjects in 
English Language, Hong Kong Certificate of Education 
Examination as one of the predictor variables in the 
regression analyses. Frequency counts of cohesive 
·t ies, however, did not show any significant 
correlation with the variance in the ability to read 
and interpret text. 
Results of the study indicate that subjects who 
demonstrated a good command of the sources of 
textuality, including cohesion and coherence, In 
their writing tended to be proficient in reading and 
interpreting text as well. This lends support to the 
notion that cohe.sion, coherence and other sources of 
textuality play a significant and reciprocal role in 
the ability to read and write text. Overall findings 
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1.1 The Problem 
"Mary and Susan went into a department 
store. She wanted to buy a blouse and a scarf. 
The store did not have the right kind. She 
bought a silk one. " 
(Adapted from Spiegel, 1992 p.55) 
The above paragraph ralses for the reader a host 
of questions. Who wanted to buy a blouse and a 
scarf? Was it Mary or was it Susan? Was the store 
lacking the right kind of blouse or the right kind of 
scarf? Who bought one what? 
The reader has great difficulty comprehending . 
the paragraph because the writer has not made 
effective use of cohesive devices. The reader would 
have had less trouble decoding the message if the 
writer had used effective cohesive devices as 
1 
follows, for example. 
"Mary and Susan went into a department 
store. Mary wanted to buy a blouse and a scarf. 
The store did not have exactly the kind of 
blouse that Mary had in mind. So, she bought a 
silk one instead." 
Over a century ago, Alexander Bain (1890) 
stipulated that the bearing of each sentence upon 
what precedes shall be explicit and unmistakable and 
that quality in each mode of discourse consists of 
the elements of unity, mass (emphasis) and coherence. 
Today Bain's notion of coherence still holds sway. 
Bamberg (1983) points out that coherence 1S generally 
accepted as a 'sine qua non' in discourse. Her V1ew 
is widely supported by other linguists and 
researchers. 
Despite their unquestionable contribution to 
the creation of unity or 'wholeness' 1n meaning to 
discourse, aspects of cohesion and coherence have 
remained one of the most problematic areas in 
language acquisition in general and 1n 
language acquisition in particular. 
2 
second 
"Those (candidates) who chose option A (an 
incorrect response) seem to have · based their 
choice on one single line of the text. These 
candidates ................. ignored the whole 
weight of the paragraph, and, indeed the 
passage. Candidates must beware of functioning 
solely at the sentence level, and must ask 
themselves whether their answers make sense 
within the whole context of the article." 
The above comment on the performance of 
candidates in reading comprehension is evidenced ln 
the Hong Kong Examinations Authority report on Paper 
I I , English Language, Syllabus B, Hong Kong 
Certificate of Education Examination (H.K.C.E.E.) 
(1990 p.65). A similar comment finds expression in 
the Hong Kong Examinations Authority report on 
Section C (Reading and Language Systems), Advanced 
Level, Use of English (1991 p.158). 
"Candidates had severe difficulty with Q. 
69 (12% correct responses) 
Candidates should look for the cohesion which 
exists between pairs of sentences in terms of 
grammatical links, lexical links and overall 
semantic connectedness" (Van Dijk regards 
3 
overall semantic connectedness as coherence). 
Hayward and Wilcoxon (1991 p.18) describe the 
problem of the essays of their students In tertiary 
institutions in Hong Kong as follows. 
"The following paragraph, from an essay by 
a tertiary student, illustrates several of the 
most glaring of these typical errors (errors In 
the use of connectives): 
'Undoubtedly, to a certain extent, the use 
of computers represents that our society is 
becoming more advanced. First of all, computers 
can help people to do complex tasks, so that 
they reduce one's burden. Besides, computers 
can store information for many years. Moreover, 
computers can also help people to deal with data 
processIng in a convenient way. On the other 
hand, computers will become more and more 
available to people as they become cheaper. 
However, to discuss and investigate the 
implications of computer use is also 
, " necessary . 
(Taken from student's- text, Hayward and 
4 
Wilcoxon, 1991 p.18) 
According to Hayward and Wilcoxon, the problem 
IS that students use these conjunctive elements like 
all-purpose, quick-drying glue. The writers 
(students) apparently suppose that by sticking their 
sentences together in these various ways they can 
make their prose coherent . . Widespread local ways of 
learning, using and thinking about 'connectives', as 
many books call them, encourage student writers to 
think that the terms themselves confer coherence, and 
may create a smoke screen that conceals from the 
writers the need to develop ideas logically (Hayward 
and Wilcoxon, 1991 p.19). 
To sum up the above comments made by the Hong 
Kong Examinations Authority on the performance of 
candidates in the Certificate of Education 
Examination and Advanced Level Examination as well as 
by teachers of language at tertiary institutions in 
the territory, it appears that local students, be 
they Form 5, Form . 7 or tertiary-level students, 
face a problem in common. They have difficulty in 
operating above the level of the sentence or at text 
level in both reading and writing. And this problem 
may be related to their control over linguistic 
5 
devices that contribute to cohesion and coherence. 
Figure 1 
Relation of the Text to the Context of Situation 
SITUATION : 
Feature of the context 
Field of discourse 
(what is going on) 
Tenor of discourse 
(who are taking part) 
Mode of discourse 
(role assigned to 
language) 
TEXT : 











(Adapted from Halliday, 1985 b p.26) 
As illustrated· in figure 1, M. A. K. Halliday 
(1985 b) posits that language functions in context 
and there are three major features of the context of 
situation: the 'field' which describes what is going 
on; the 'tenor' which tells us who are taking part 
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and the 'mode' which describes the role assigned to 
language. The field IS expressed through the 
experiential function in the semantics, e.g. 
transitivity, naming etc. The tenor is realized 
through the interpersonal function in the semantics, 
e.g. mood, 
reflected 
modality, person etc. And the mode is 
in the textual function in the semantics, 
including theme, information and cohesive relations. 
Applying Halliday's theories to the local 
context as described earlier, Hong Kong students 
have difficulty in operating at text level because 
they have problems with interpreting or expressing 
textual meanings, which are realized, inter alia, by 
the use of linguistic devices that contribute to 
textual cohesion and coherence. 
1.2 Statement of the Problem 
It is the purpose of this study to investigate 
whether and to what extent students' control over the 
use of linguistic devices that contribute to textual 
cohesion and coherence in writing is related to their 
ability to understand and interpret text. 
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1.3 Hypotheses 
(a) There is no significant correlation between 
students' control over the use of grammatical 
cohesive ties as represented by the occurrences of 
grammatical cohesive ties, i.e. reference, 
substitution and ellipsis per T-unit in their written 
discourse and their ability to understand and 
interpret text. 
(b) There is no significant correlation between 
students' ~ontrol over the use of conjunctive 
cohesive devices as represented by the occurrences of 
conjunctions per T-unit in their written discourse 
and their ability to understand and interpret text. 
(c) There is no significant correlation between 
students' cohesive errors as indicated by the 
occurrences of ineffective use of conjunctions per T-
unit in their written discourse and their ability to 
understand and interpret text. 
(d) There is no significant correlation between 
students' control over the use of lexical cohesive 
devices as represented by the occurrences of lexical 
8 
ties per T-unit in their written discourse and their 
ability to understand and interpret text. 
(e) There is no significant correlation between 
students' control over cohesion 1n written discourse 
as evaluated by the application of the Holistic 
Cohesion Scoring Scale (National Assessment of 
Educational Progress, 1980) and their ability to 
understand and interpret text. 
(f) There is no significant correlation between 
students' control over coherence 1n written discourse 
as evaluated by the application of the Holistic 
Coherence Scoring Scale (Bamberg, 1984) and their 
ability to understand and interpret text. 
1.4 Limitations 
Although the composition of the fifteen 
secondary schools included in this study 
approximately reflects the 'actual composition of 
different categories of schools in Hong Kong, the 
schools have not been randomly sampled. The 
findings of this study should therefore not be 
regarded as generalizable to all other situations in 
the territory. 
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1.5 Definition of Terms 
1.5.1 Text: 
"The word text is used in linguistics to refer 
to any passage, spoken or written, of whatever 
length, that (does) form a unified whole. A text is 
best regarded as a semantic unit: a unit not of form 
but of meaning. A text does not consist of 
sentences; it is realized by, or encoded in, 
sentences" (Hall iday and Hasan, 1976 p. 1-2) . 
" A text is a complete and continuous piece of 
spoken or written language. By far the majority of 
text is made of the occurrence of common words in 
common patterns, or in slight ' variants of those 
common patterns. Most everyday words do not have an 
independent meaning, or meanings, but are components 
of a rich repertoire of multi-word patterns that make 
up the text" (Sinclair, 1991 p.l08). 
1.5.2 Discourse 
For the purposes of the present study, 
10 
'discourse' means the same as 'text'. 
1.5.3 Texture: 
"The concept of texture is entirely appropriate 
to express the property of 'being a text'. A text 
has texture, and this is what distinguishes it 
something that IS not a text. It derives 
texture from the fact that it functions as a 
with respect to its environment" 






According to Parsons (1990 p.6), texture IS a 
source of textual unity that distinguishes a text 
from a non-text. If a piece of writing composed of 
two or more sentences is seen as a text, it will 
contain linguistic features which contribute to its 
unity giving it texture. Cohesion and coherence are 
two of the features which contribute to the total 
unity of a text. 
Shakir and Farghal (1992) are of the view that 
texture is an output or a higher rank construct 
created by the interaction between cohesion and 
coherence. 
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1.5.4 Context of Situation: 
Firth (1935) describes the context of situation 
under the following four headings: the participants 
in the situation, the action (verbal action and non-
verbal action) of the participants, other relevant 
features of the situation and the effects of the 
verbal action. 
f 
tiThe general, non-linguistic environment of any 
language activity can be called its context. Here it 
means 'the sociocultural background. Some theories of 
language, notably Firth (1957), use context or 
'context of situation', to mean a level of language 
description where the limitless complexity of the 
nonlinguistic environment is organized into 
linguistically relevant categories" (Sinclair, 
1991 p.171). 
1.5.5 Cohesion: 
"Cohesion is defined as the set of possibilities 
that exist in the language for making text hang 
together" (Halliday and Hasan, 1976 p.18). 
12 
Spiegel (1992) defines cohesion as the surface-
structure linguistic features of text that signal 
connections between sentences. 
1.5.6 Cohesive ties: 
"Cohesive ties are linguistic elements that 
presuppose the existence of other elements (called 
referents or antecedents) that appear either earlier 




p • 58) . 
the text (exophora)" 
Halliday and Hasan (1976) posit a taxonomy 
comprising five categories of cohesive ties in text: 
reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction, and 
lexical cohesion. 
1.5.7 Cohesive Harmony: 
According to Hasan (1984), a plausible 
explanation of the way cohesion contributes to the 
recognition of coherence lies partly in the fact that 
cohesive ties form chains that interact with each 




(1991 p.184) thus described cohesive 
"When a cohesive harmony analysis is completed, 
it describes the elaborate repetition of noun, verb, 
and case grammar roles among mUltiple chains and 
sentences. These multiple repetitions among chains 
and sentences are called chain interactions. They 
tie the text together through both vertical and 
horizontal redundancy of what authors focus on in 
their texts". 
1.5.8 Coherence: 
Coherence 1S a global property of text (Van 
Dj ik, 1980; Hasan, 1984; Bamberg, 1984). It 1S the 
overall discourse level property of unity, or how 
well a text holds together. Coherence is multi-
faceted, consisting in part of cohesion but also of 
other factors such as structural conditions within 
sentences that convey theme or voice, the structure 
of the information system within the text, including 
the overall plan, and consistency of register 
(Spiegel, 1986). 
14 
Coherence does not arise solely from textual 
factors but also from extra-textual factors such as 
the reader's own schemata and expectations 
1984; Mosenthal & Tierney, 1984). 
(Bamberg, 
1.5.9 T-unit: 
"A T-unit IS one main clause plus any 
subordinate clause or nonclausal structure that IS 
a t t a c h ed too r em bed d ed in it" ( Hun t , 1 970 p . 4) . 
For example, the complex sentence "I was having a 
shower when the phone rang" contains one T-unit. The 
compound sentence "David went shopping and he bought 
a lot of new clothes" contains two T-units. 
1.5.10 Holistic Rating: 
Holistic rating IS a quick, impressionistic 
qualitative procedure for sorting or ranking samples 
of writing. It is not designed to correct or edit a 
piece, or to diagnose its weaknesses. Ins t ead, i t is 
a set of procedures for assigning a value to a 
writing sample according to previously established 
criteria (Charney, 1984). As long as the reader is 
not required to count the occurrences of surface text 
features, the evaluation can be considered holistic 
15 
(Cooper, 1977). 
The NAEP Holistic Cohesion Scoring Scale 
The scale IS ~ guide for cohesive rating of 
entire essays on a 4-point scale adopted by the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress 
(NAEP) in the United States of America In 1980. 
In using the scale, readers judge only the 
interrelatedness of the ideas rather than the 
quality of those ideas. 
The Bamberg Holistic Coherence Scoring Scale 
The NAEP Holistic Cohesion Scoring Scale 
(1980) was substantially modified by Bamberg in 
1984 to assess coherence of written discourse 
holistically in terms of features that create 
local and global coherence on a 4-point scale. 
1.6 Significance of the Study 
As pointed out earlier, local students have 
difficulty in communicating at text level in both 
reading and writing because they have problems with 
16 
interpreting or expressing textual meanings, which 
are realized by the use of cohesive devices, thematic 
progression, overall semantic connectedness and so 
on. So far, little has been done to investigate this 
problematic yet nebulous area of second/foreign 
language acquisition 1n the local context. The 
present study seeks to investigate the connections 
between the control over the use of linguistic 
devices that contribute to textual cohesion and 
coherence 1n writing and the ability to understand 
and interpret text. This may contribute to a better 
understanding of the nature of the problems local 
students have in interpreting and expressing textual 
meanings and may help to identify some of the factors 
causing these problems. Pedagogically, the findings 
of this study may bring to light areas, if any, which 
are under-represented in prevailing models of 
language instruction and may provide hints as to 
whether and how priorities should be reassessed in 
terms of . what aspects should be included and 
emphasized in the language curriculum. This study' 
may also lay the foundations for further research 
studies on the reciprocal nature of reading/writing 
connections and how these connections can be 
strengthened through intervention. 
17 
Chapter 11 
Review of the Literature 
2.1 Language, Context, and Text 
Halliday (1985 b p.5) maintains that the 
way into understanding language lies in the study of 
texts. The terms, context and text, put together, 
serve as a reminder that both are aspects of the same 
process. The context, which carries the notion of 
"what is with the text", goes beyond what is said and 
written: it includes other non-verbal features i.e. 
the total environment in which a text unfolds. The 
context therefore serves to make a bridge between the 
text and the situation in which texts actually occur; 
2.2 Relationship of the ~ext to its Context of 
Situation 
As mentioned on p.5-6, Halliday (1985) further 
18 
posits that there are three features of the context 
of situation. 
(1) The field of discourse refers to what 1S 
happening, to the nature of the social action taking 
place. 
(2) The tenor of discourse refers to who is taking 
part, to the nature of the participants, their status 
and roles. 
(3) The mode of discourse refers to the part the 
language 1S playing, in other words, what the 
participants expect the language to do for them in 
that situation. There are four components of the 
mode of discourse: 
the symbolic organization of the text; 
the status of the text; 
the function of the text in the context, including 
the channel (spoken or written or both); 
the rhetorical mode, that is, what is being 
achieved by the text in terms of such categories 
as persuasive, expository, didactic and so on. 
The field is expressed through the 
experiential function in the semantics reflected in 
the vocabulary and the transitivity structures in the 
grammar. 
19 
The tenor is expressed through the interpersonal 
function 1n the semantics, such as the choice of 
'person' in the grammatical sense and the choice of 
speech functions as reflected in mood and modality. 
The mode 1S expressed through the textual 
function in the semantics. The textual meanings are 
realized through theme, information and cohesion or-
cohesive relations. 
2.3 Cohesion 
Halliday and Hasan (1976) define cohesion as the 
linguistic features that help to make a sequence of 
sentences a text, i.e., give it "texture". These 
linguistic features, or cohesive ties, link text 
elements across sentences. 
Widdowson (1978 p.26) views the notion of 
cohesion 
text is 
in terms of propositional 
said to be cohesive if 
development. "A 
propositional 
development between sentences or parts of sentences 
can be recognized. The proposition expressed in a 
sentence should fit into the overall propositional 
development of the whole discourse, so that there is 
20 
a continuous propositional development". 
De Beaugrande and DressIer (1981) regard 
cohesion as the ways in which the surface elements of 
a text are arranged and mutually connected within a 
sequence. 
2.4 Coherence 
Widdowson (1985) views the notion of coherence 
as a theoretical term. He emphasizes that coherence 
is connected with the illocutionary function of 
propositions and with how these propositions are used 
to create various types of discourse. 
Brown and Yule (1983) approach coherence as a 
pre-theoretical notion. They view coherence as a 
notion understood by 'lay' people as opposed to a 
theoretical term which is precisely defined. 
De Beaugrande and DressIer posit that coherence 
concerns "the ways ln which the components of the 
textual world, that is, the configuration of concepts 
and relations which underlie the surface text, are 
mutually accessible and relevant" (De Beaugrande and 
DressIer, 1981 p.4). In other words, they are of 
21 
the view that coherence is not a feature of a text 
but the outcome of cognitive processing by text 
users. 
Halliday and Hasan have not stated explicitly 
whether they VIew coherence as a theoretical notion 
or otherwise, but the following quotation implies 
that they probably regard the notion of coherence as 
pre-theoretical (Parsons, 1990 p.26) 
"There must be certain features which are 
characteristic ' of texts and not found otherwise; 
we shall be discussing things that the 
native speaker 'knows' already - but without knowing 
that he knows them" (Halliday and Hasan, 1976 p.1). 
Danes' notion of coherence is related to 
connexity, and involves the concept of thematic 
progression. She views coherence as the choice and 
ordering of utterance themes, their interconnection 
and hierarchy, as well as thei,r relationship to the 
macro-themes of the text units, to the whole text, 
and to the context of situation. 
22 
2.5 Cohesion and Coherence 
Some writers regard cohesion and coherence as 
virtually synonymous (Bamberg, 1984; Haslett, 1983). 
Many linguists View cohesion as one aspect of 
coherence (Halliday & Hasan, 1976; Irwin, 1982; 
Cooper, 1983). They tend to agree that cohesion and 
coherence interact (Fitzgerald & Spiegel, 1986). 
Cohesion is often described as the set of 
surface-structure markers or indicators of the 
coherence of a text. Van Dijk (1978) identifies two 
types of coherence: local coherence and global 
coherence. 
cohesion. 
The former is Van Dijk's term 
Van Dijk and Kintsch (1983) 
for 
regard 
cohesion as the specific grammatical manifestations 
underlying semantic coherence. 
Cohesion is often considered necessary for, but 
not sufficient to produce, coherence. That is, a 
piece of discourse must be cohesive to be coherent, 
but cohesiveness will not in itself guarantee 
coherence (Bamberg, 1983). The following is an 
example of a text which is cohesive without being 
coherent: 
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"I needed to buy some cheese. The best 
cheese is sold 1n 'Wellcome'. The nearest 
'Wellcome' is only two streets from my flat. ' My 
flat is quite a large one for Hong Kong. Hong 
Kong has been my home for five years." 
(Student's text adapted from Coniam, 1992) 
Fitzgerald and Spiegel (1986) posit a multi-
faceted view of coherence, arguing that coherence 
consists of cohesion, thematic progression, register 
and other textual features. Seen in the context of 
the theory put forward by Fitzgerald and Spiegel, 
the text quoted above appears cohesive but not 
coherent because it has a problem concerned with 
thematic progresS1on. 
De Beaugrande (1980) distinguishes between the 
terms coherence and cohesion, believing coherence is 
derived from factors within the text (textual 
cohesion) and extra-textual factors operating within 
the reader. Citing .a business memo as example, the 
coherence of a memo depends on the factors operating 
within the text as well as the factors within the 
reader's mind. The textual cohesion of the same memo 
is a product only of the factors operating within the 
24 
text that bind it together. In short, De Beaugrande 
holds that coherence is not a mere feature of texts, 
but rather the o~tcome of cognitive processing among 
text users. 
In line with De Beaugrande's view, Hoey(1991) 
suggests that cohesion is a property of the text, and 
that coherence is a facet of the reader's evaluation 
of a text. In other words, cohesion is objective, 
capable in principle to automatic recognition, while 
coherence IS subjective and judgement concerning it 
may vary from reader to reader. 
A number of research studies have come up with 
concrete evidence that cohesion and coherence are 
interrelated. McCulley (1985) reports that textual 
cohesion as measured by Halliday and Hasan's taxonomy 
of textual cohesion can explain 53% of the variance 
In coherence as measured by the NAEP Coherence 
Scoring Scale. In line with McCulley's findings, 
Parsons (1990) reports that textual cohesion as 
measured by Halliday and Hasan's system of cohesive 
devices can explain not less than 33% of the variance 
in coherence as measured by Hasan's (1984) Index of 







1982) and others 
between cohesion 
however, be noted that some 
the belief that cohesion IS the 
of content coherence (Carrell, 
even question the relationship 
and coherence (Tierney and 
Mosenthal, 1981; Steffenson, 1981). 
2.6 Cohesion and Coherence as Defined in this study 
For the purposes of this study, cohesion is 
defined as the surface-structure linguistic features 
of text that signal connections between sentences and 
therefore help a sequence of sentences hang together 
(Halliday & Hasan, 1976). Cohesion is necessary for, 
but not sufficient to produce, coherence (Bamberg, 
1983). Cohesion is thus distinguished from 
coherence, which means the overall discourse level of 
unity (Van Dijk, 1980; Bamberg, 1984; Hasan, 1985). 
Coherence is not a mere feature of texts, but rather 
the outcome of cognitive processing among text users 
(De Beaugrande, 1981). 
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2.7 Cohesion, Coherence and Reading Comprehension 
The control over cohesion has been associated 
with success in reading comprehension (McClure & 
Steffensen, 1985; Moe & Irwin, 1986); with factors 
affecting information processing (Kintsch & Van Dijk, 
1978;) and with the ability to summarize pieces of 
discourse (Irwin, 1980). Analyses of cohesion can 
give insights into the readability of texts (Moe & 
Irwin, 1986) and help determine the focus of 
discourse (Spiegel, 1992). 
Poor readers, compared with good readers, have 
less knowledge of cohesive devices and less control 
over the use of cohesive devices to enhance reading 
comprehension of discourse (Chapman, 1983; Smith & 
Elkins, 1985). 
McClure and Steffensen (1985) suggest that 
readers who fail to understand cohesive devic~s may 
understand individual sentences or clauses but fail 
to comprehend the text as a whole. 
Meaning and coherence are not inscribed ' in a 
text, but are constructed by readers who are guided 
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by textual cues and by their own knowledge and 
expectations to bridge gaps and to fill in assumed 
information (Goodman, 1970; Kintsch & Van Dijk, 
1978). 
"The reader's freedom to interact with the text 
can take several forms. The most directly relevant 
from our point of view is the freedom he or she has 
to recognize or ignore individual (cohesive) links. 
Given the wealth of links in any text, the possible 
vqriation amongst readers with regard to links 
recognized (and not recognized) is almost limitless . 
..... ..... The knock-on effect continues in that if a 
bonding (link) is not recognized, this may well in 
-turn affect the kind of summary a reader IS left with 
his or her sense of what the text is about. The 
effect of all this is that variation between readers 
with regard to the apparently minor matter of 
recognizing repetitions (links) may lead in the end 
to differences in the way a text is interpreted. 
This supports the view that readers derive different 
discourses (meanings or patterns of meanings) from 
the text" (Hoey, 1991 p.222). 
According to Bensoussan, cohesion may 




grammatical cohesion as example, she pointed out that 
cohesion shortens a text without reducing the number 
of propositions, and the condensed text causes 
difficulty in reading (Bensoussan, 1990 p.21). 
2.8 Cohesion, Coherence and Writing 
Golden (1987) finds that proficient writers 
supply enough textual cues to guide the readers in 
constructing a coherent text-world. Less proficient 
writers may fail to provide these cues because they 
do not know where or when to do so or they are simply 
not aware of the importance of such cues to the 
readers. 
As writers become more mature, they generally 
attempt to make more connections between ideas or 
propositions. The variety and complexity of cohesive 
devices they use are also found to increase 
(McCutchen & Perfetti, 1982; Haslett, 1983). 
Most 
patterns \ of 
found some 
studies that compare quantities and 
cohesion across discourse types have 
differences. For instance, Crowhurst 
(1987) finds that narrative writing is superlor to 
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argumentative writing in terms of the numbers and 
percentages of cohesive ties at grades 6, 10 and 12. 
This finding appears to lend support to the theory 
that different discourse types are constructed with 
different informing principles. 
Bamberg (1984) finds a strong relationship 
between essay quality and essay coherence, suggesting 
that coherence is usually a necessary, although not 
sufficient, condition for effective writing. 
Hoey emphasizes that writers who fail to connect 
what they are saying in any particular sentence to 
what they have said previously are likely to be open 
to the charge of drifting from topic to topic. 
Writers need to make connections between what they 
are currently saying and what they have previously 
said and later intend to say (Hoey, 1991 p.242-3) . 
2.9 The Connnections between Reading and Writing 
A large number of studies have provided evidence 
that writing and reading are interactive in nature. 
Rommetveit (1974) suggests that we write on the 
premises of the reader and read on the premises of 
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the writer. 
Compelling evidence for a relationship between 
the processes of reading and writing comes from 
Loban's (1976) thirteen-year study of children's 
language development. His finding that children who 
are high achievers in one language process tend to be 
high achievers in the other process strongly suggests 
that proficiency in all language processes has common 
roots. 
Cox (1978) maintains that in any collaborative 
activity the participants orient their actions on 
certain standards which are taken for granted as 
rules of conduct by the social group to which they 
belong. In learning to collaborate in this way, the 
collaborator develops a mutual co-awareness not only 
of what the other person is doing, saying and so on 
but also of how what he is doing appears to the other 
person, and even what he must do to communicate more 
clearly. 
Cox (1991) further elaborates that appropriate 
experiences rather than native abilities have the 
greatest impact on learning. Specifically, children 
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with the greatest amount and quality of reading 
experiences will do better in writing because they 
have learned information useful to writing from their 
reading experiences. This explanation assumes that 
written text possesses basic properties such as 
cohesion and other features of text organization and 
that a learner can only gain access to an 
understanding of these shared properties by reading 
and writing through exposure to and interaction with 
text. 
Tierney (1980) describes the contractual nature 
of writing and reading as what is allowable vis-a-vis 
the role of writer and reader in relation to the 'v 
text. 
Stotsky (1983) finds that better writers tend to 
be better readers and that better readers tend to 
produce more syntactically mature writing than poor 
readers. Wittrock (1983) similarly concludes that 
writing experiences influence reading comprehension. 
Nystrand (1986) views all reading and writing as 
a ' transaction between readers and writers when he 
posits the principle of reciprocity as the essential 
key to understanding the interactions and 
32 
negotiations of writers and readers. As a principle 
of discourse, reciprocity 1S transcendent, 
encompassing the activities of both writer and 
reader. It determines the key aspects of text in 
terms of the balance that is struck between the needs 
and expectations of the writers and readers. 
Langer (1992) is of the view that reading and 
writing are deeply related activities of language and 
cognition that are shaped through use. The 
structures and strategies that readers and writers 
use to organize, remember, and present messages are 
generally the same in reading and writing. These 
structures and strategies change In similar ways as 
the language user matures. 
2.10 Cohesive Ties 
There is general agreement that Halliday and 
Hasan's (1976) description of cohesive ties or 
devices provides a useful system for recognizing the 
linguistic features that signal cohesion. Halliday 
(1985) describes cohesive ti~s as the set of 
linguistic resources that every language has as part 
of the textual metafunction for linking one part of a 
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text to another. Cohesive ties provide the semantic 
relations that enable one part of the text to 
function as the context for another. Chapman (1984) 
analogize cohesive devices to a map, without which a 
reader will be lost in a labyrinth of ideas. 
"Cohesive ties are linguistic elements that 
presuppose the existence of other elements (called 
referents or antecedents) that appear either earlier 
in the text (anaphora), later in the text 
(cataphora), or outside of the text (exophora)" 
(Spiegel, 1992 p.58). According to Halliday and 
Hasan (1976), only ties that cohere within the text 
(endophora or endophoric ties) can contribute to 
textual cohesion. Given on the following page In 
Figure 2 is an illustration of endophoric and 
exophoric cohesive ties. 
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Figure 2. 





(to preceding text) (to following text) 
Anaphora Cataphora 
(Adapted from Halliday arid Hasan, 1976 p.33) 
Halliday and Hasan (1976) identify five kinds of 
cohesive ties In text: reference, substitution, 
ellipsis, conjunction, and lexical cohesion. To 
qualify as a cohesive tie, a word or phrase must 
presuppose the existence of anothe~ element elsewhere 
in the text. 
The first four categories are classified under 
the heading of 'grammatical cohesion' because they 
involve syntactic items. The fifth and last 
category, lexical cohesion refers to the use of the 
same, similar, or related words in successive 
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sentences. It cannot be overemphasized that the 
distinction between grammatical cohesion and lexical 
cohesion is one of degree. In fact, Parsons (1990) 
regards conjunctions as bordering between grammatical 
cohesion and lexical cohesion. 
be argued as grammatical 
Conjunctions can well 
ties with a lexical 
component. 
semantic 
Halliday and Hasan see cohesion as a 
relation realized through the lexico-
grammatical system. 
connected by meaning. 
Their cohesive items are 
Described below are the five categories of 
cohesive ties identified by Halliday and Hasan. 
Reference 
Reference involves items that cannot be 
interpreted in their own right. These items 
make reference to something else for their 
interpretation. 
For example: 
Peter is cycling. He is happy. 
When the presupposing item 'he' follows its 
referent 'Peter', it is · known as anaphoric 
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reference. 
This IS how you do it. Take a test tube of 
powder and heat it strongly. 
When 'the presupposing item 'this' precedes its 
referent 'the procedure of the experiment', it 
is known as cataphoric reference. 
substitution 
Substitution IS a grammatical relation 
where one linguistic item, such as a word or a 
phrase, substitutes for another linguistic item. 
For example: 
Peter wanted a new bicycle. He wanted one with 
gears. 
Ellipsis 
Ellipsis is a kind of substitution, it can 
be defined as substitution by zero. 
For example: 
Peter went cycling last week. He also went 




Conjunctions are cohesive not in themselves 
but indirectly by virtue of their specific 
meanings; they express certain meanings which 
presuppose the presence of other components in 
the discourse. Halliday and Hasan divide 
conjunctions into additive, adversative, causal 
and temporal conjunctions. 
For example: 
(Additive conjunction) 
Peter likes cycling. And he likes hiking too. 
(Adversative conjunction) 
Peter used to be an excellent cyclist. But now 
he is troubled by knee injury. 
(Causal conjunction) 
Peter's bicycle has broken down. So he asks his 
uncle to repair ·it for him. 
(Temporal conjunction) 
First Peter went cycling. Then he had a swim. 
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Lexical Cohesion 
Lexical cohesion is defined by Halliday and 
Hasan (1976, p.274) as the "cohesive effect 
achieved by the selection of vocabulary." These 
lexical categories are listed as follows: 
same item: eat/eating 
synonym: shout/yell 
super-ordinate: animal/dog 
general item: dog/thing 




I told him not to shout. But he kept on yelling. 
(Superordinate) 
A python was caught in Tai Po yesterday. The 
snake was first spotted by a farmer. 
(General Term) 
I saw Peter's dog yesterday. The poor thing 
looked very hungry and tired. 
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Hoey (1991 p.7) 1S of the view that "while 
Halliday and Hasan cannot be criticized for including 
a ragbag category of lexical relations, they can more 
reasonably be criticized for labelling these 
relations 'collocations'. Collocation has long been 
the name given to the relationship a lexical item has 
with items that appear with greater than random 
probability 1n its textual context 
Sinclair, 1966)". 
(Firth, 195-7 ; 
Hasan (1984) acknowledges the weakness of the 
collocation category in the original taxonomy of 
1976, which has created problems and drawn 
criticisms. For instance, Stotsky (1983) points out 
that derivatives and even repeated words mayor may 
not have the same meanings or functions, yet Halliday 
and Hasan's taxonomy (1976) always count them as 
repetitions. She therefore suggested in 1984 that the 
following revised categories be used: 
repetition (eat/eat, eat/eating) 
synonym (shout/yell) 
antonym (hot/cold) 
hyponym (animal/dog, dog/cat/gerbil) 
meronym (hand/finger, United States/Arkansas) ~ 
equivalence (Mr Major/PrlmeMinister) 
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2.11 How Cohesion Works 
Linguists and theorists have investigated 
how cohesion functions in reading and writing from a 
variety of perspectives. They have found that 
cohesive devices serve as signals to help the reader 
integrate text or build an organized structure of 
discourse. These devices let the reader know how new 
information relates to information already provided. 
They also influence comprehension by affecting 
processing efficiency and rehearsal (Spiegel, 1992). 
2.11.1 Cohesive Devices as Signals 
Cohesive devices provide a map to guide the 
reader in reconstructing the author's meaning 
(Pulver, 1987). Successful use of cohesive devices 
is found to enhance the skills of both the writer and 
the reader: less proficient writers are less adept 
than more proficient writers in determining readers' 
need for signals, and less proficient readers are not 
as adept as more proficient readers at making use of 
signals that are provided in the text (Golden, 1987). 
Cohesive devices also help the reader to locate an 
intended referent: the writer must signal clearly 
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which of all potential referents in the text 1S the 
intended one (Bartlett and Scribner, 1981). 
2.11.2 How Cohesive Devices Help to Integrate Text 
The use of cohesive devices such as conjunctions 
makes explicit the connections between units of text 
(Irwin & Puller, 1984) and thus facilitates the 
reader to integrate these units into a coherent whole 
(Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978; Moe, 1979). Cohesive 
devices also signal 
important and needs 
reconstruction of text 
the reader as to 
to be emphasized 
(Fahnestock, 1983). 
2.11.3 Cohesion and Processing Efficiency 
what is 
in the 
Sentences are read more quickly if they share a 
common referent with a previous sentence. Readers 
take less time to read and understand sentences 
with a common referent. In the absence of a common 
referent, readers have to make bridging inference 
(Kintsch and Van Dijk, 1983). 
According to Clark (1986), cohesion contributes 
to processing efficiency by avoiding gaps in the 
structure of the discourse. Whenever these gaps 
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occur, the readers must use up limited processing 
resources to infer the relationship between different 
units of a discourse, thereby restructuring the 
amount available for other comprehension processes. 
De Beaugrande argues that cohesive devices 
improves processing efficiency by the compacting of 
expressions; the omission of surface surface 
elements; the carrying forward of materials to 
be expanded, developed, modified, or repudiated; the 
signalling of knowness, uniqueness or identity and a 
workable balance between repetition and variation in 
surface structure as required by the considerations 
of informativity (De Beaugrande, 1980 p.134). 
2.11.4 The Given-New Contract 
Cohesive devices such as anaphoric references 
and lexical reiteration help readers to integrate 
new information with old (Clark, 1986). 
The speaker or writer assumes that the audience 
already knows given information, either from 
preceding parts of the text or from extra-textual 
sources. The speaker or writer provides new 
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information on the assumption that it is not known to 
the audience (Clark & Haviland, 1977). 
2.12 Measuring Cohesion 
Some researchers have measured cohesion simply 
by counting occurrences of Halliday and Hasan's 
different cohesive ties (Fitzgerald & Spiegel, 1986). 
other researchers are not in favour of frequency 
counts of cohesive devices, fearing that this 
procedure may give a distorted picture of the 
cohesiveness of a piece of discourse. Crowhurst 
(1987) argues that use of lexical repetition, which 
will result In a high cohesion score, may in fact be 
indicative of immature writing skills in younger 
writers, who often simply repeat the same word in the 
same way. 
other linguists object to frequency counts for 
theoretical reasons. They point out that frequency 
counts that are based solely on surface structure 
should not be used to interpret deep structure and 
that using them in this way is contradictory because 
a deep structure can have many different surface 
structures (Doyle, 1982). 
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Halliday and Hasan's measure of cohesion does 
not take into account the effectiveness of the 
cohesive ties used. Cohesive errors - when a writer 
uses an inappropriate tie or fails to supply a needed 
tie - are not part of Halliday and Hasan's system, 
yet they could be considered as indicators of lack of 
cohesion (Fitzgerald & Spiegel, 1986). 
In Halliday and Hasan's taxonomy of cohesion, 
the sentence is used as the basic unit of 
measurement. Witte and Davis (1982) regard this as 
problematic because mean sentence length 
considerably across writers according to 
skill or practice and writing style. 
may vary 
punctuation 
The NAEP Holistic Cohesion Scale (1980) 
As opposed to mere frequency counts of cohesive 
devices, NAEP developed in 1980 a 4-point holistic 
scale to assess cohesion (and coherence) in an 
expressive writing exercise. This scale is mainly 
based on the work of Halliday and Hasan (1976) and 
emphasizes cohesion rather than coherence. It 
defines the concept of coherence as resulting 
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primarily from the number of cohesive ties rather 
than from the combined effect of global structures. 
2.13 Measuring Coherence 
Described below is a well researched model of 
measuring coherence developed by Bamberg in 1984. 
The Bamberg Holistic Coherence Scoring Scale (1984) 
Bamberg (1984) constructed a 4-point scale for 
the holistic rating of written discourse. It was 
based on theories In linguistics and discourse 
analysis taken principally from the work of Halliday 
and Hasan (1976) and Van Dijk (1980). This scale 
assesses the coherence of the whole essay rather than 
its parts and it conceptualizes coherence asa 
quality achieved with varying degrees of success. 
The Bamberg Holistic Coherence Scale differs from the 
NAEP Holistic Coherence Scale (1980) in that it 
assesses coherence in terms of a list of features 
that create both local and global coherence rather 
than predominantly on cohesion or local coherence. 
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2.14 How Cohesion and Coherence Are Measured In this 
Study 
Summing up the literature reviewed so far, the 
best safeguard against possible bias In the 
measurement of cohesion and coherence in the present 
study IS to adopt an approach which is both 
quantitative and qualitative in nature. In other 
words, there should be a reasonable balance between 
frequency counts and holistic ratings. It is decided 
that cohesion and coherence are to be measured by 
means of the following six variables. These are: 
a. frequency count of grammatical ties; 
, 
b. frequency count of lexical ties; 
c. frequency count of lexical-grammatical ties 
i.e. conjunctions; 
d. frequency count of ineffective use of cohesive 
ties; 
e. application of the NAEP Holistic Cohesion Scale 
(1980) 
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f. application of the Bamberg Holistic 
Coherence Scale (1984). 
The first three variables are quantitative 
measures of the occurrences of grammatical, lexical 
and grammatical-lexical cohesive ties. The fourth 
variable is in effect a measurement of the quality of 
the use of cohesive ties. The fifth variable ensures 
that cohesion is rated not only by mere frequency 
count of cohesive features but also from a holistic 
perspective. The sixth and last variable enables 
coherence to be rated from a holistic perspective. 
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Chapter III 
Procedure and Design of the Study 
3.1 Sampling 
Two tests, one examining writing skills and the 
other examining reading skills were administered to 
567 students in 21 intact F7 classes in 15 secondary 
schools. One of these schools is privately run, two 
are government secondary schools and the remainder 
are subsidized Anglo-Chinese schools. This 
composition of private, subsidized and government 
schools in the test sample approximately reflects the 
actual composition of the various categories of 
secondary schools in the territory. Hence the sample 
roughly mirrors the population of the Advanced Level, 
Use of English Examination as a whole~ 
The tests were conducted on F7 students as 
opposed to students of other grade levels for the 
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following reasons. Findings provided by past studies 
lend support to the assumption that as writers 
mature, increases can generally be found 1n the 
number of connections they make between ideas as well 
as the variety and complexity of cohesive devices 
they use (McCutchen & Perfetti, 1982; Haslett, 
t'983) . By extension, it is likely that as students 
mature, they become better able to read and write 
a-- Y111 rz 
cohesively. V:~ft the highest grade level offered in 
local secondary schools. It is also the highest 
level the author, as a secondary school teacher, can 
gain access to. Since parts of the test employed 
test items taken from Advanced Level, Use of English, 
1992 and these papers were due to be published by the 
end of November, it was decided that the test should 
be conducted in advance of the publication date in 
order to minimize problems that might be caused by 
subjects having prior access to the test questions. 
In addition, subjects had to respond to a 
questionnaire (see Appendix A for full description), 
served immediately after they had completed the 
reading test, whether they had seen or done the test 
or part(s) of the test before. 22 subjects (20 of 
whom came from the same class) responded that they 
had prior access to one or more parts of the reading 
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test. These subjects were duly eliminated from 
subsequent analysis. 
For the purposes of analysis, a subsample was 
drawn from the parent sample of 567 subjects. The 
subsample consisted of five intact classes of 
students, one class with mean comprehension score 
closest to the mean score of the parent sample~ 
another class with plus one standard deviation 
comprehension score, the third with plus two standard 
deviation comprehension score, the fourth with minus 
one standard deviation comprehension score and the 
fifth and last with minus two standard deviation 
comprehension score. There were between 20 to 28 
students in each class. The subsample size was 115. 
This sample SIze was large enough for inferential 
statistical tests and yet not too large to preclude 
elaborate qualitative analysis. 
3.2 Design of the Scales to Measure Students' 
Control over the Use of Cohesive Devices in Writing 
3.2.1 The Writing Test 
Students were asked to write a letter of about 
400 words within the given time of one hour and five 
~----.-
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minutes. In the letter students had to write to a 
known audience to express their views on a familiar 
Issue in which they took a personal interest and they 
also had to persuade their audience to accept their 
views. According to Black, when college students are 
gIven accurate information about their audience, they 
show more strategic adaptation In their 
identifications of their own arguments and appeals. 
They can also write more persuasively than students 
without the audience information (Black, 1989 p. 
247). In addition, care had been taken to ensure 
that the writing task was free from biases that might 
possibly arise from cultural or sex differences. For 
instance, students were put in a context in which 
they had to choose between studying economics in a 
local university or a university in U. K. Economics 
as opposed to other subjects was provided in the. 
context because it is a subject that is relatively 
less culture-bound and may have more or less 
appeal to both sexes (see Appendix B for the 
description) . 
3.2.2 Measure of Cohesion 
equal 
task 
As was noted earlier in the Literature Review, 
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Halliday and Hasan (1976) posit a taxonomy of textual 
cohesion, categorizing linguistic features that give 
texture, i.e. help to make a sequence of sentences a 
text. This taxonomic approach to textual analysis is 
admittedly not without its critics. Nevertheless 
\ ' 
Halliday and Hasan's taxonomy still remains, to date, 
one of the most comprehensive and exhaustively 
researched systems that deal with the resources in 
the English language to create textual unity. Its 
taxonomic explicitness and applicability make it the 
measure that best serves the purpose~ of this study. 
For the measurement of 





taxonomy of cohesive measure. As regards the 
analysis of lexical ties, Hasan's modified model 
(1984) was used. Hence, the aspect of 'collocation' 
as defined by Firth (1957) and Sinclair (1991) was 
not treated in the analysis of lexical ties in this 
study. 
The unit of analysis was the T-unit. The use of 
T-unit as the unit of analysis represents a 
modification on Halliday and Hasan's model of the 
analysis of cohesion (1976), where the sentence was 
used as the unit of measurement. There are two 
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reasons for adopting the T-unit rather than the 
sentence as the basic unit of analysis. First, the 
T-unit is much more clearly defined than the 
sentence. Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) view the 
sentence as a shadowy syntactic unit that has never 
been adequately defined. In fact, no consensus has 
yet been reached to date on the definition of a 
sentence. Secondly, mean T-unit length is found to 
be more reliable across writers than mean sentence 
length, which can vary considerably according to 
punctuation skill or practice and writing style 
(Witte and Davis, 1982). 
(a) Frequency Measure of Cohesive Ties 
Cohesion was measured by the frequency counts 
of three categories of cohesive ties per T-unit: 
grammatical ties comprising reference, substitution 
and ellipsis; conjunctions and lexical ties. The 
frequencies of each of the three categories of 
cohesive ties were divided by the number of T-units 
to yield mean frequency score per T-unit for each 
category of cohesive ties. For instance, if an essay 
consisting of 30 T-units contained 20 grammatical 
ties, 10 conjunctions and 50 lexical ties, the mean 
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frequencies per T-unit score for the three categories 
of cohesive ties would be 0.66; 0.33; and 1.66 
respectively. 
(b) Holistic Rating of Cohesion 
The Holistic Rating of Cohesion Scale of the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 
was used. This scale was constructed by NAEP in 
1980 to conduct elaborate analysis of the thousands 
of papers that constituted the national sample in the 
United States. It was a 4-point scale on which 
readers trained in the recognition of cohesive ties 
subjectively evaluate each essay as a whole. The 
scale ranged from little or no evidence of cohesion; 
to gathering of details without meaningful ordering; 
to gathering and orderings into sections that fail to 
cohere to one "another; and finally to coherence 
throughout the entire essay. The application of this 
scale meant that cohesion could be measured from a 
holistic perspective. 
The NAEP Holistic Cohesion Scoring Scale 
The scale was based largely on Halliday and 
Hasan's (1976) taxonomy of cohesive devices. Its 
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theoretical grounding was founded on the following 
definition: "When both the incidence and ordering of 
cohesive ties pattern the entire piece of writjng, 
the writer has created what we ordinarily call 
coherence" (NAEP Report No. 10-W-Ol, 1980 p.73). 
Given below is a full description of the scale. 
Figure 3 
The NAEP Holistic Cohesion Scoring Scale (1980) 
4 = Coherence 
While there may be a sense of sections within the 
piece of writing, the sheer number and variety of 
cohesion strategies bind the details and sections 
into a wholeness. This sense of wholeness can be 
achieved by a saturation of syntactic repetition 
throughout the piece and/or by closure which 
retrospectively orders the entire piece and/or by 
general statements which organize the whole piece. 
3 = Cohesion 
Details are both gathered and ordered. Cohesion is 
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achieved In the ways illustrated briefly in the 
definition above. Cohesion doeS not necessarily lead 
to coherence, to the successful binding of parts so 
that the sense of the whole discourse is greater than 
the sense of the parts. In pieces of writing that 
are cohesive rather than coherent, there are large 
sections of details which cohere but these sections 
stand apart as sections. 
2 = Attempts at cohesion 
There is evidence of gathering details but little or 
no evidence that these details are meaningfully 
ordered. In other words, very little seems lost if 
the details were rearranged. 
1 = Little or no evidence of cohesion 
Basically, clauses and sentences are not connected 
beyond pairings. 
(NAEP Report No. 10-W-01, 1980 p.73-74) 
According to Bamberg (1984), in using this 
scale, readers should not take mechanics such as 
sentence construction, punctuation and transcription 
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errors into consideration. Also, readers should 
judge only the interrelatedness of the ideas, not the 
quality of those ideas. 
Cooper (1977) specifies that the readers must 
come from similar academic backgrounds so that they 
will draw as much as possible from common 
and values. He further posits that a 





Myers (1980) suggests that test-organizers 
select a set of 'anchor papers' representing the 
range of papers produced at the test. To select 
these anchor papers, the test-organizers make a 
number of decisions, such as what kind of paper to 
assign to each category, how many categories and the 
range of quality to allow within each category. 
Readers are then trained to match samples to the 
anchors. 
McColly (1970) emphasizes the speed with which 
readers rate the papers. He posits that if a reader 
is competent and well-trained, his instantaneous 
judgement is likely to be a genuine response to the 
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thing to which he is looking. But if he is given 
time to deliberate, he 1S likely to accommodate his 
judgement to tangential or irrelevant qualities which 
will introduce bias to his judgement. He further 
recommends monitoring the readers to keep them 
reading at a good speed, say one essay per minute for 
a 400-word essay. Similarly, Myers (1980) recommends 
instructing readers to read fast, not to think about 
a paper too much and score their first impressions. 
In sum, the practical validity and reliability 
of holistic ratings should therefore be ensured by 
adhering to the following criteria: 
(i) readers are qualified and come from similar 
backgrounds 
(ii) readers are 'calibrated', trained to conform 
to agreed upon criteria of judgement 
( i i i ) readers work quickly and score their first 
impressions. 
In the present study three readers with similar 
backgrounds, graduate student-teachers, were selected 
and trained according to the above criteria to score 
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essays on the NAEP Holistic Cohesion Scoring Scale. 
Each essay was rated by two readers. The scores 
given by the two readers were summed, resulting in a 
range of 2 to 8 points. An essay with a between-
reader rating difference of 2 or more points was 
rated by the third reader. 
3.2.3 Cohesive Errors 
As outllned in the previous chapter, one of the 
criticisms of Halliday and Hasan's taxonomy of the 
measurement of cohesion is that their system takes no 
account of the effectiveness and appropriacy of the 
cohesive ties used (Moe & Irwin, 1986). When a 
writer uses a tie inappropriately or fails to provide 
a tie when it is needed, it should be regarded as an 
indication of lack of cohesion. This aspect of 
cohesive errors, however, is not incorporated in 
Halliday and Hasan's scoring system. 
In the present study, cohesive errors - cohesive 
devices that were used ineffectively were scored. 
Frequencies of inappropriate use of cohesive devices 
per T-unit were counted. As noted earlier, Kintsch & 
Van Dijk (1978), Irwin & Pulver (1984) and McClure & 
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Steffensen (1985) all regard cohesive devices in 
general and conjunctions in particular as essential 
to reading comprehension. In particular, Henderson 
(1980) finds that 
overcompensate in 
poor college 





using them unnecessarily. This phenomenon described 
by Henderson is by no means unique to first language 
learning. It also applies to the local scene of 
second/foreign language learning. The report 
released by the Hong Kong Examinations Authority on 
the performance of candidates in Certificate of 
Education Examination, English Language, (Syllabus B) 
Paper V, 1987 noted that a number of candidates used 
as many as six connectives in an eighty-word summary. 
Consistent with the above findings, a small 
sample survey conducted earlier by the author also 
found significant correlation between the 




and connectives in particular 
to understand and interpret text 
and the 
among F6 
(The . independent variable of 
effective/ineffective use of connectives was found to 
predict about 9% of the variance of the dependent 
variable of reading comprehension score.) It was 
therefore interesting to investigate in the present 
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study the correlation, if any, 





cohesive devices by F7 students in their writing and 
their ability to understand and interpret text. 
3.2.4 Measure of Coherence 
Past researchers have conflicting findings as to 
whether or not a relationship can be established 
between cohesion and coherence in writing. Halliday 
and Hasan (1976) regard coherence as arising from: 
cohesion; structural conditions within sentences 
which convey qualities such as theme and voice; 
structure of the information in the text; and 
consistent register. However, current views of 
coherence suggest that it cannot be identified solely 
through examination of text features. In other 
words, coherence is not entirely located in a text, 
it is partially constructed from the reader's own 
knowledge and expectations (Bamberg, 1984). It was 
therefore interesting to examine the correlation, if 
any, between the control of F7 students over 
coherence in written discourse and their ability to 
understand and interpret text. 
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Bamberg (1984) constructed a holistic 
coherence scale, which is based on the linguistic 
features and discourse structures taken principally 
from the work of Van Dijk (1980) and Halliday 'and 
Hasan (1976). The Bamberg Holistic Coherence Scale 
assesses coherence holistically from a qualitative 
perspective, rating the whole essay and not 
individual parts. It assesses coherence in terms of 
a list of features that create both global and local 
coherence. It rates essays on a 4-point scale that 
conceptualizes coherence as a quality achieved with 
varying degrees of success. Raters consider seven 
facets of coherence: 
having a topic; 
staying with the topic; 
orienting the reader; 
having a plan; 
using cohesive ties; 
providing closure; 
avoiding grammatical or mechanical errors. 
Given on the . following page is a full 




The Bamberg Holistic Coherence Scoring Scale (1984) 
4 = Fully Coherent 
Writer clearly identifies the topic 
Writer does not shift topics or digress 
Writer orients the reader by creating a context or 
situation 
Writer organizes details according to a discernible 
plan that is sustained throughout the essay 
Writer . skilfully uses cohesive ties such as lexical 
cohesion, conjunction, reference, etc. to link 
sentences and/or paragraphs together 
Writer often concludes with a statement that gives 
the reader a definite sense of closure 
Discourse flows smoothly - few or no grammatical 
and/or mechanical errors interrupt the reading 
process 
3 = Partially Coherent 
If writer does not explicitly identify the topic, 
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he/she provides enough details so that readers can 
probably identify the specific subject 
Writer has one main topic but there may be minor 
digressions 
Writer provides some reader orientation, either by 
briefly suggesting the context or by directly 
announcing the topic 
Writer organizes details according to a plan, but 
may not sustain it throughout or may list details in 
parts of the essay 
Writer uses some cohesive ties such as lexical 
cohesion, conjunction, reference, etc. to link 
sentences and/o~ paragraphs together 
Writer does not usually conclude with a statement 
that creates a sense of closure 
Discourse generally flows smoothly although 
occasional grammatical and/or mechanical errors may 
interrupt the reading process 
2 = Incoherent 
Some of the following prevent the reader from 
integrating the text into a coherent whole: 
Writer does not identify the topic and the reader 
65 
would be unlikely to infer or guess the topic from 
the details provided 
Writer shifts topics or digresses frequently from the 
topic 
Writer assumes the reader shares his/her context and 
provides little or no orientation 
Writer has no organizational plan in most of the text 
and frequently relies on listing 
Writer uses few cohesive ties such as 
cohesion, conjunction, reference etc. 
sentences and/or paragraphs together 
Writer creates no sense . of closure 
lexical 
to link 
Discourse flow is irregular 
mechanical and/or grammatical 
interrupt the reading process 
or rough because 
errors frequently 
1 = Incomprehensible 
Many of the following prevent the reader from making 
sense of the text: 
Topic cannot be identified 
Writer moves from topic to topic by association or 
digresses frequently 
Writer assumes the reader shares his/her context and 
provides no orientation 
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Writer has no organizational plan and either lists or 
follows an associative order 
Writer uses very few cohesive ties such as lexical 
cohesion,conjunction, reference etc. and sentences 
do not seem connected or linked together 
Discourse flow is very rough or irregular because 
writer omits structure words, inflectional endings 
and/or makes numerous grammatical and mechanical 
errors that continuously interrupt the reading 
process 
(Adapted from Bamberg, 1984 p.317-318) 
Three raters were selected and trained according 
to the same criteria as described in the case of the 
NAEP Holistic Cohesion Scoring Scale (1980). All 
three raters had taught English at Advanced Level for 
five years or more. They scored the essays on the 
Bamberg Holistic Coherence Scale listed above. Each 
essay was scored by two raters. The holistic 
coherence scores given by the two raters were summed, 
resulting in a range of scores from 2 to 8. When the 
scores of an essay differed between raters by 2 or 
more points, the essay was then referred to the third 
rater. 
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3.3 Design of the Scale to Measure Students' Ability 
to Read and Interpret Texts 
The test examining reading skills consists of 
three parts. All three parts were taken from 
Advanced Level Examination, Use of English, Section 
c, 1992. There are two reasons for this. First, 
papers set by the Examinations Autpority for the 
purposes of public examination are widely accepted to 
be high in reliability and validity. Second, as 
stated in the Hong Kong Advanced Level Examination 
Regulations and Syllabuses, 1992, Section C of the 
Use of English was specifically designed to "test 
(inter alia) the extent to which candidates have 
internalized the language systems regarding the 
structural relationship among sentences within 
paragraphs and in discourse". Given that the focus 
of this study is on the ability to understand and 
/ 
interpret text, Section C of the Use of English is a 
test instrument that well serves the purposes. 
(a) Part 1 of the reading test consists of an 
expository text with 13 multiple-choice 
comprehension questions, taken from Use of English, 
Section C, 1992. 
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(b) Part 2 consists of a multiple-choice 
'thematic' passage taken from Use of English, 
Section C, 1992. In this test the reading passage is 
broken up at twelve points by multiple choice 
options. Students are required to trace the logical, 
thematic development which runs through the text and 
select the most appropriate option which ensures 
'that the passage makes sense as a whole'. 
(c) Part 3 is a matching exercise taken from the 
Use of English, Section C, 1992. It consists of a 
text with ten sentences arranged in the proper 
sequence in the left-hand column. A further ten 
sentences in the right-hand column are In scrambled 
order. Students are required to match the sentences 
in the right-hand column with those in the left-hand 
column based on the central theme so that 'the second 
sentence follows naturally from the first' (see 
Appendix A for full description of reading test). 
(d) While part 1 and part 2 of the test focus on 
operations at the level of discourse, the focus of 
part 3 is primarily on operations at a more 'local' 
level invol~ing mainly the links and connectedness 
between each pair of sentences rather than between 
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pairs of sentences. 
(e) It was decided not to use cloze tests in the 
reading comprehension measure for the following 
reasons. The findings of a number of 
have raised questions about whether 
measure overall reading comprehension 




Smith-Burke (1978) found that adding varying 
amounts of prior context had no effect on cloze 
perfomance by 11th and 12th graders. This absence in 
the evidence of contextual build-up puts into doubt 
whether above-sentence-level processes are operating. 
Kibby (1980) found no significant differences 
between adults' cloze scores on passages presented 
with logical sentence order and scores on the same 
passages presented with scrambled sentence order. 
This provides evidence that information beyond 
sentence level was not used by the subjects. 
may also imply that cloze tests may measure 





study is predominantly on reading comprehension at 
text level, it is not appropriate to include cloze 
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tests In the reading comprehension measure. 
3.4 Statistical Design 
(a) Descriptive statistical analysis was run on 
the reading comprehension score. The mean score and 
standard deviation of the test population were 
compared with those of previous research studies and 
those of the entire Use of English examination 
population for corroborative validation. 
(b) Tests of reliability (Cronbach Alpha) were 
run for the reading comprehension test. 
(c) Stepwise multiple regression tests were run 
to examine the effects qf 7 independent variables on 
the dependent variable. The 7 independent variables 
are: 
the frequency counts of three categories of 
gramma t i cal ties, name ly, . reference, subs t i tu t ion 
and ellipsis per T-unit; 
the frequency counts of conjunctions per T-unit; 
the frequency counts of lexical ties per T-unit; 
the frequency counts of cohesive errors 
(ineffective use of cohesive devices) per T-unit; 
/ 
the NAEP Holistic Cohesion score; 
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the Bamberg Holistic Coherence score; 
the grades attained in the Certificate of 
Education Examination. 
The dependent variable was the score in the reading 
comprehension test. 
Regression analysis was preferred to other 
alternative statistical analyses because multiple 
regression analysis is useful in studying the effect 
of an independent variable while controlling for the 
effects of other variables. It can also estimate the 
total effect of all independent variables together. 
The grade attained in the Certificate of Education 
Examination is taken as an indicator of the overall 
linguistic competence of the subjects. The entering 
of grade as an independent variable controls for the 
possible effects of initial differences in linguistic 
competence between subjects. 
(d) Tests of collinearity were run to guard 
against the presence of multi-collinearity. 
(e) The Durbin-Watson Test was run to guard 
against the presence of autocorrelation., 
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Chapter IV 
Results and Discussion 
4.1 Linguistic Competence of the Subjects 
Listed below are the grades attained by the 
subjects in English Language, H.K.C.E.E. as 
indication of their overall linguistic competence. 
Table 1 
,Grades Attained by the Subjects in H.K.C.E.E. 















As shown in table 1, the distribution of the 
overall linguistic competence of the 567 subjects . as 
indicated by the grades they attained in English 
Language, H.K.C.E.E. roughly matches that of the 
Advanced Level Examination population, 1992. When 
the 1992 population were admitted to Form six, grade 
D in English, H.K.C.E.E. was 'officially' the minimum 
requirement and students with grade E were admitted 
only as exceptions to the rule. 
4.2 Analysis of the Reading Test 
Based on scores in the reading test, a smaller 
sample of five classes/groups was selected from the 
parent sample of twenty-one classes/groups (567 
students) for the purposes of further analysis. The 
five groups selected were : one average competence 
group with comprehension score closest to the mean 
. £'-------~ . --- ~. ------scor~Of t~e entire parent sample ( 18.32); two 
\j~ ~ ~}-
average co : petence groups with approximately +1 
above 
S.D. 
comprehension score (19.96) · and close to +2 S.D. 
comprehension score (21.13) respectively; and two 
below average competence groups with approximately -1 
S.D. comprehension score (16.71) and close to -2 S.D. 
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comprehension score (15.33) respectively. After 
eliminating the subjects who missed the writing test, 
the sample size was 115. The results of the reading 
test are shown in Table 2 below. 
Table 2 
Reading Test - Mean Scores (and Standard Deviations) 
Group Part 1 Part 2 Part 3 Total 
A 4.74 6 . 11 4.48 15.33 
(1.48) (1.22) (2.23) (3.83) 
B 5.50 5.33 5.88 16.71 
(1.69) (1.86) (2.91) (4.89 
C 6.68 6.25 5.39 18.32 
(1.79) (1.76) (2.75) (4.91) 
D. 7.00 6.93 6.04 19.96 
(1.74) (1.56) (2.65) (4.24) 
E. 7.03 6.63 7.47 21 .13 
(1.94) (1.45) (2.52) (4.06) 
All 6.26 . 6.33 5.71 18.30 
(0.60) (0.41) (0.72) (1.41) 
Part 1 = Reading Comprehension 
Part 2 = 'Theme Passage' 
75 
Part 3 = Matching 
Group A = group with close to -2 S.D. score 
Group B = group wi th close to -1 S.D. score 
Group C = group wi th close to mean score ' 
Group D = group wi th close to +1 S.D. score 
Group E = group wi th close to +2 S.D. score 
All = all 21 groups (S • D. was calculated wi th the 
mean score of individual groups rather than 
the score of individual subjects as basis) 
The reliability of the reading test was .65 
(Cronbach Alpha) . Considering that it was an 
achievement test and also considering that the number 
of questions in the test was only 35, the level of 
reliability should be considered acceptable. 
Results of the reading test are compared with 
I 
those of the Advanced Level Examination (1992) in 
table 3 on the following page. 
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Table 3 
Comparison of the Reading Test Scores 
Advanced Level Examination Scores (1992) 
with the 
Test A Level Exam. 
Part 1 (Mean Score) 6.25 6.89 
Part 2 (Mean Score) 6.33 6.83 
Part 3 (Mean Score) 5.71 5.74 
Overall (Mean Score) 18.30 19.47 
Reliability .66 .66 / .86 
(Cronbach) (KR-20) 
N 567 16073 
Test results = the results of the 567 subjects in the 
present study 
A Level Exam. results = the results of the entire A 
Level examination population (1992) provided by the 
Hong Kong Examinations Authority 
The reliability of the reading test was .66 
(Cronbach Alpha) for 35 questions (S.D. = 4.49). 
The reliability of the Advanced Level 
Examination (1992) was .66 (KR-20) for 40 multiple 
choice questions (S.D. = 4.87); and .85 (KR-20) for 
53 matching and fill-in-blanks items (S.D. = 7.97). 
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4.3 Analysis of the Writing Test 
The essays of 115 subjects were analyzed and the 
findings are as follows. 
4.3.1 Frequency Count of Cohesive Features 
Analysis of the essays revealed patterns of 
cohesive features as shown in Table 4 below. 
Table 4 
Descriptive Statistics of the Essays 
Means and (Standard Deviations) 
Length of Essay 400.53 (95.98) 
Length of T-Unit 13.46 (2.62) 
Grammatical Ties / T-Unit .29 ( . 11 ) 
Conjunctions / T-Unit .39 ( . 11 ) 
Lexical Ties / T-Unit 1.56 ( .28) 
Cohesive Errors / T-Unit .04 ( .05 ) 
N = 115 
The mean T-unit length was 13.4 words, which 
closely matches Witte's (1982- p.78) finding of mean 
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T-unit length between 13.9 and 14.4 words in his 
analysis of college freshmen's essays. 
The mean frequency count of conjunctions was ".39 
per T-unit or 2.89 per 100 words. This figure 
matches the range of 2.7 and 3.2 conjunctions per 100 
words found by Fitzgerald and Spiegel (1986 p.273) 
ln the writing of grade 6 students. The subjects 
made a relatively small number of cohesive errors 
(.04 per T-unit) and transcription errors were not 
counted as in the case of holistic rating. Nearly 
90% of the cohesive errors involved the inappropriate 
use of conjunctions or connectives and large 
proportions of these errors were made by a relatively 
small number of the less proficient students. 
Another point which is worth noting is that many 
of the students seemed to rely extremely heavily on a 
handful of connec t i ves." The most 'popular' 
conjunctions were "moreover", "however" and 
"furthermore". One obvious explanation is that many 
of the students had a rather limited repertoire of 
connectives and they had no alternative but to use a 
limited number of them repetitively in their essays. 
Another possible explanation js that their repertoire 
of connectives was not limited to the small number of 
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connectives evidenced in their' essays, but that they 
were, however, not sufficiently confident to use the 
connectives with which they were less familiar. 
They, therefore, had to content themselves with using 
the handful of 'popular' ones that they thought they 
knew how to use correctly . . 
Overall performance in the control over the use 
of conjunctions indicates that, while some students 
may have been restricted by a less than adequate 
repertoire of connectives and some others showed that 
they had difficulty in selecting the appropriate text 
markers · to s.ignal conjunctive relations between 
sentences or T-units, there is little evidence to 
support the claim that local students have a tendency 
to 'abuse' the use of conjunctions or connectives. 
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4.3.2 Holistic Rating Scores 
Table 5 
Descriptive Statistics of Holistic Scores 
Cohesion 
Coherence 




( S. D.) 
(1.49) 




Range of score = 2 (minimum) to 8 (maximum) 
Reliability = Inter-rater reliability (Cronbach 
.Alpha) 
Raters did not have much difficulty in following 
the criteria laid down in the two scoring scales. 
Only rarely did they differ in their rating of an 
essay by two points or more. And most of them found 
the 'anchor papers' useful In maintaining scoring 
reliability. They were, nevertheless, unanimous that 
it was virtually impossible to keep to the rating 
speed of one minute per 400-word essay (for Ll 
raters rating Ll essays) as recommended by McColly 
(1970) . Most raters-took approximately 3 minutes 
rating a 400-word essay. 
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4.4 Multiple Regression Analysis 
A stepwise multiple regression test was carried 
out with seven independent variables, including the 
holistic cohesion and coherence rating scores, the 
frequency count~: uf four types of cohesive features, 
and the grades attained in H.K.C.E.E. to predict the 
dependent variable of reading comprehension score. 
Results of the regression analysis are presented in 
table 6 on the following page. 
82 
Table 6 
Predicting Reading Comprehension 
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis 
Summary Table A 
Predictors F DF P R Square 
(cumulative) 
Coherence 39.05 1 .0001 .25 






N = 115 
NS = Not significant 
Coherence = Holistic Coherence Scores 
Grade = Grades attained in English, H.K.C.E.E. 
Grammatical = Frequency counts of grammatical ties 
comprising reference, ' substitution and ellipsis 
Conjunction = Frequency counts of conjunctions 
Lexical = Frequency counts of lexical ties 
Incohesion = Frequency counts of cohesive errors 
Cohesion = Holistic Cohesion Scores 
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4.4.1 Line of Regression 
. ~ t>.-I.O 
f'. 
Reading~. Proficiency = 0.46 Coherence Score + 0.24 
Grade 
This means that, the grade being held constant, the 
reading comprehension score increases by 0.46 unit 
when the coherence score increases by one unit. 
4.4.2 Test of Multicollinearity 
The regression coefficient of Holistic Coherence 
Scores was 0.50 in step one and 0.46 in step two. 
This change in the regressIon coefficient was 
relatively small. The t statistic of the regression 
coefficient was significant at 0.0001 level in both 
steps 1 and 2. It is thus safe to conclude that 
multicollinearity was not evidenced. 
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4.4.3 Test of Autocorrelation 
Table 7 
Durbin-Watson Statistic 
Z Residual (lower limit) 
Z Residual (upper limit) 
Durbin-Watson Test 




The Durbin-Watson Statistic of 2.01 was very 
close to the upper limit of Z Residual of 2.06. There 
1S therefore no s1gn of the presence of 
autocorrelation although the figures stop just short 
of being conclusive. 
4.5 Discussion of the Findings of the Multiple 
Regression Analysis 
The holistic coherence score was significantly 
correlated with the reading comprehension score. Its 
R square value was .25 (P <.0001). This means, after 
initial differences in overall linguistic comp~tence 
had been partial led out by the inclusion of grade 
attained in H.K.C.E.E. as one of the predictor 
85 
variables, that coherence in writing predicted or 
accounted for 25% of the variance in the ability to 
read and interpret text as indicated by the reading 
comprehension score. 
The holistic cohesion score, on the other hand, 
was not significantly correlated with the reading 
comprehension score. This does not mean, however, 
that cohesion in writing failed to predict any 
variance in the ability to read and interpret text as 
indicated by the reading comprehension score. First 
of all, there was a positive though nonsignificant 
correlation between the holistic cohesion score and 
the reading comprehension score. More importantly, 
when a second stepwise multiple regression analysis 
was conducted after dropping the holistic coherence 
score as a predictor variable (in other words, the 
number of predictor variables was reduced from seven 
to six), the holistic cohesion score showed 
significant positive correlation with the reading 
comprehension score. The results of the second 
regression analysis are discussed in the paragraph 
which follows table 8 on the next page. 
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Table 8 
Predicting Reading Comprehension 
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis 
Summary Table B 











Grade = Grade attained by subjects in 
Language, H.K.C.E.E. 




The other four predictor variables showed no 
significant correlation wi th the reading 
comprehension score. 
Line of Regression (Second Multiple Regression Test) 
Reading Proficiency = .32 Grade + .31 Cohesion Score 
This means that, the grade being held constant, the 
reading , comprehension score increases by .31 unit 
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when the cohesion score increases by one unit. 
Results of the second stepwise mUltiple 
regression analysis showed that after dropping the 
holistic coherence score, the holistic cohesion score 
did actually account for approximately 10% of the 
variance in the reading comprehension score (R square 
=. 10, P < .0001). In other words, the predictive 
value of the holistic cohesion score was 'eclipsed' 
or obliterated by that of the holistic coherence 
score in the first multiple regression analysis. A 
possible explanation is that, since the cohesion and 
coherence scoring scales are based mainly or partly 
upon the same theory of cohesion posited by Halliday 
and Hasan (1976), it is logical that the two scores 
overlapped to some extent. In fact, there was a close 
relation between the holistic cohe~ion score and the 
holistic coherence score (Pearson Correlation S ~ 49, ~. I . 
~ / 
P < 0.01). In other words, cohes ion accounted Y-:o-r -
49~:':·~\· of the variance in coherence. This coincides 
~ with McCulley's finding (1985) that textual cohesion 
predicted 53% of the variance in coherence in his 
study on essays written by - 17-years-olds in the 
United states. Parsons (1990) also found that 
cohesion accounted for 33% of the variance in 
'coherence in scientific texts written by 
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undergraduate students In Britain. 
As explained previously, the NAEP Holistic 
Cohesion Scoring Scale (1980) was developed from 
Halliday and Hasan's taxonomy of cohesion (1976). 
The NAEP scoring is based primarily on the incidence 
of cohesive ties, although raters are not required to 
count the actual occurrences of these ties. The 
Bamberg Holistic Coherence Scoring Scale (1984), on 
the other hand, is also based, although only partly, 
on Halliday and Hasan's taxonomy of cohesive devices 
(devices creating local coherence, according to Van 
Dijk) and also partly on Van Dijk's work (1980) on 
global coherence. The Bamberg scale, therefore, 
incorporates, apart from features of cohesion, more 
global dimensions of coherence, such as topicality, 
macro-propositions and macro-structures. 
In the first multiple regression analysis 
significant correlation was found only between 
holistic coherence score and reading comprehension 
score. This can be taken to mean that the students 
who were effective in reading and interpreting texts 
were those who demonstrated effective control over 
not only cohesion (local coherence) but also global 
coherence in their writing. Put simply, the ability 
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to write coherently (both locally and globally) 
accounted for 25% of the variance in the ability to 
read and interpret text. 
As suggested by Fulcher, sc~ema theorists who 
c:::: ____ ........ 
believe that cohesion is merely a linguistic 
consequence of coherence tend to have a top-down or 
concept-driven theory of reading. This implies that 
Halliday and Hasan belong to the bottom-up or data-
driven camp (Fulcher, 1989 p.149). 
Geva's view, which is consistent with Fulcher's, 
posits that a theoretically viable model of 
comprehension must include components for schemata 
and linguistic devices and show how the components 
are related (Geva, 1992 p.158). 
Viewed from the perspective suggested by 
Fulcher and Geva, the results of the present study 
seem to support Carell's theory "that processing a 
text is an interactive process between the text 
(bottom-up processing, including processing of 
cohesion) and the prIor background knowledge or 
memory schemata of the listener or reader (top-down 





p.482). Thus a student needs an 
order to 
effectively. 
control over both cohesion (bottom-up 
and coherence (top-down processing) in 
be able to read and interpret text 
The frequency counts of cohesive features did 
not show any significant correlation with the reading 
comprehension score. This came as no surprise because 
the applications of Halliday and Hasan's taxonomy 
(1976) have produced constrasting findings as noted 
on p. 43-4. In fact, frequency counts of surface-
structure markers have drawn criticisms from a number 
of researchers as being essentially a bottom-up 
system, ignoring the structural properties of text 
(Mosenthal and Tierney, 1984) and focusing 
artificially on surface structure (Dole, 1982). 
Cohesive errors or ineffective use of cohesive 
devices were negatively though not significantly 
related with reading comprehension score. This is in 
step with Fitzgerald · and Spiegel's view (1986) that 
cohesive errors are indicators of lack of cohesion. 
It seems logical that students who have problems in · 
signalling textual meanings in their writing also 
have difficulty in interpreting textual meanings in 
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reading. 
The frequency counts of conjunctions and lexical 
ties both have positive, albeit nonsignificant 
correlation with the reading comprehension score. 
This 1S quite in line with the findings 1n a number 
of past research studies. Fitzgerald and Spiegel 
(1986), for instance, found that the variance in 
coherence as judged by readers is mainly attributable 
to the effectiveness in the use of conjunctions or 
connectives. Kintsch and Van Dijk (1978; 1983) are 
also of the view that conjunctions are used to signal 
the logical connections between ideas and are 
therefore essential to reading comprehension. In a 
study conducted on persuasive papers written by 17-
years-olds, McCulley (1985) concluded that lexical 
cohesive features including synonym, hyponym and 
collocation are important elements contributing to 
general coherence. 
Close to 95% of the occurrences of grammatical 
ties, consisting of reference, substitution and 
ellipsis, were referential ties (.28 per T-unit). 
The occurrences of substitution (.013 per T-unit) and 
ellipsis (.003 per T-unit) were extremely low. One 
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explanation is that given the many constraints 
(grammatical and semantic) on the use of ellipsis and 
substitution, the students may have preferred to 
remain on the safe side by using them sparingly or 
not using them at all. Another plausible 
explanation is that the students prefer to be more 
explicit in their writing and therefore seem to have 
relied far more on lexical reiteration at the 
expense of ellipsis and substitution. Cited below 
are examples of two 'styles' of writing as 
represented by the two versions of excerpts adapted 
from the students' essays. The students had an 
overwhelming predilection for the 'style' represented 
1n version 2, demonstrating a preference for 
explicitness in writing. 
Version 1 
"Not many universities have an international 
reputation. London ' University 
(substitution) that has (ellipsis)." 
(Adapted from student's essay) 
Version 2 
is 
"Not many universities have an international 
reputation. London University is a university 
(lexical reiteration) that is world famous 
93 
(' sophist icated' lexical rei terat ion) . " 
(Taken from student's essay) 
Occurrences of grammatical ties (95% of which 
are referential ties) were found to ' have a negative 
but nonsignificant relation wit~ reading 
comprehension score. It should be noted that Connor 
(1985) also found a negative correlation between the 
frequency counts of referential ties and raters' 
judgement of coherence. In the present I study, the 
writing task required the subjects to write to a 
known audience, a close friend. It is plausible that 
the more proficient students may have assumed a 
larger pool of shared knowledge or information 
between themselves and their audience. 
have followed the maxim regarding the 
information attendant on Grice's 
Principle, which says "do not make your 
more informative than is required" 





p . 45 ) . As a result, they may have been inclined to 
use a larger number of exophoric references, which 
appeal to the extra-textual world of knowledge and 
information shared between them and their audience, 
and fewer endophoric references, which within the 
text connect what precedes with what follows and what 
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follows with what precedes. Quoted below 1S 
excerpt from a ~tudent's essay. 
an 
"Undoubtedly, gaining entry into Hong Kong 
University is the hope of many students as it is 
very famous here. Should you study in Hong 
Kong, you can flee from financial stresses since 
the school fee is quite reasonable. There are 
also the grants and loans provided by the 
government. Being indigenous, it is easier to 
adapt to new school lives because your families 
and friends are all in Hong Kong. What is more, 
after graduating from university, the job 
opportunities are quite high." (Quoted from 
student's essay) 
As demonstrated in the excerpt cited above, the 
writer made frequent use of exophoric references by 
referring out of the text to the context 
assumed his audience shared with him. The 




"here", "there", "the school fee", "the grants", "the 
government" and "the job opportunities". The only 
endophoric reference that appeared in the excerpt was 
the pronominal "it" in the first T-unit. The 
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pronominal "it" used in this way, however, could not 
be counted as a cohesive tie. According to Halliday 
and Hasan (1976), only endophoric references (as 
opposed to exophoric references) 
sentences (or T-units in the case 
study) create textual cohesiveness. 
this 82-word excerpt consisting of 
used across 
of the present 
Therefore, in 
5 T-units, there 
was not a single occurrence of referential ties that 
contribute to textual cohesion as defined in Halliday 
and Hasan's taxonomy of cohesion (1976). 
The task was to write to a close friend called 
'Ming' and to persuade him/her to accept one's views. 
It was reasonable for the students to assume that 
'Ming' was from Hong Kong and that he/she shared with 
them similar knowledge about Hong Kong and about the 
world and that he/she had values similar to theirs. 
It was, therefore, only natural for the students to 
make frequent appeals to the world of knowledge 
which they assumed they shared with their audience 
(exophoric references) but ' which did not necessarily 
reside in the text. ' It would indeed be inappropriate ! 
to spell out in the text what was already assumed to 
be shared context. It follows that less competent 
students were less able to take advantage of 
exophoric references, i.e. appeal to the shared 
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context of knowledge. These students therefore 
relied heavily on endophoric references rather than 
making use of exophoric references, which can perhaps 
be seen as being "more informative than is 
necessary", flouting Grice's maxim regarding the 
quantity of information. 
The fact that the less proficient students used a 
larger number of endophoric references than the 
proficient ones may have been the key factor that 
contributed to the negative correlation between the 
frequency counts of grammatical ties (95 % of which 
were endophoric referential ties) and the 
comprehension score. It, however, cannot be 
overemphasised that it would be perfectly apt to rely 
on references to the co-text (endophoric reference) 
if the task had been different, for instance, writing 
an article where the amount of persuasion required is 
less, where the relationship with the audience is not 
so intimate and where less common knowledge and 
values are assumed to be shared with the audience. 
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Chapter V 
Conclusions and Implications 
5.1 Summing Up 
The holistic coherence score was found to be 
significantly correlated with the reading 
comprehension score in the first multiple regression 
analysis. After initial differences in linguistic 
competence had been partial led out by the inclusion 
of grade attained in the H.K.C.E.E. as one of the 
independent variables, coherence In writing 
accounted for approximately 25% of the variance in 
the ability to read and interpret text (R square = 
.25, P < .0001). Therefore, the hypothesis that 
there is no significant correlation between students' 
control over coherence in written discourse as 
evaluated by the application of the Bamberg Holistic 
Coherence Scoring Scale (1984) and their ability to 
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understand and interpret text is rejected. 
The second multiple regression analysis was 
conducted by dropping the holistic coherence score as 
a predictor variable. After adjusting for initial 
differences in linguistic competence by the inclusion 
of grade attained in the H.K.C.E.E. as a predictor 
variable, the holistic cohesion score was 
significantly correlated with the reading 
comprehension score. Cohesion in writing accounted 
for about 10% of the variance in the ability to read 
and interpret text (R square = .10, P < .0001). 
Consequently, the hypothesis that there 1S no 
significant correlation between students' control 
over cohesion in written discourse as evaluated by 
the application of the NAEP Holistic Cohesion Scoring 
Scale (1980) and their ability to understand and 
interpret text is also rejected. 
The fact that the holistic cohesion score showed 
significant correlation with the reading 
comprehension score, after the holistic coherence 
score had been dropped indicates that cohesion in 
writing also predicted the variance in reading 
ability. Its predictive value was, however, eclipsed 
by that of coherence in the first multiple regression 
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In fact, there was a close relation analysis. 
between coherence and cohesion scores (Pearson 
supports 
closely 
Correlation = .49, P <.01). This finding 
the theory that cohesion and coherence are 
related. It stops short, however, of explaining 
whether coherence is founded on cohesion or whether 
cohesion is a linguistic outcome of coherence. 
The occurrences of conjunctions and lexical 
cohesive ties were positively correlated with the 
reading comprehension score. This correlation, 
however, did not reach a level of significance. 
Frequencies of errors in the use of cohesive devices 
were negatively correlated with the reading 
comprehension score. This correlation did not reach 
a significant level either. The frequency counts of 
grammatical ties were negatively and again 
nonsignificantly correlated with the reading 
comprehension score. Therefore, the hypotheses that 
there is no significant correlation between the 
occurrences of grammatical ties; conjunctions; and 
lexical ties per T-unit and the ability to read and 
interpret 
hypothesis 
text are accepted. Likewise, the 
that there is no significant correlation 
between the occurrences of cohesive errors per T-unit 
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and the ability to read and interpret text IS also 
accepted. 
The occurrence of conjunctions or connectives 
was .29 per T-unit or 2.89 per 100 words. This 
figure closely matches those found in Ll students' 
essays but is higher than those found in natural 
texts in Ll. Sloan (1984), pointed out that around 
70% of the logical connections between T-units in 
(Ll) professional writing are not explicitly marked 
with connectors. A possible explanation is that 
students' essays produced for teachers to read or 
assess, be they written in Ll or L2 context, tend to 
be high In the density of connectives because 
students prefer to use textmarkers to signal 
explicitly and unmistakably the relationship between 
sentences (lest they should be misunderstood and 
subsequently penalized). As a result, essays written 




of conjunctions or connectives than natural 
This difference may serve to explain, at 
partly, the apparently high density of 
conjunctions found in the students' essays in this 
study. 
The students' tendency towards greater 
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explicitness in writing was also demonstrated 
their predilection for lexical reiteration at 
expense of other types of cohesive devices, _ 
the 
for 
instance, ' substitution or ellipsis. Whether the 
inclination towards explicitness is a consistent 
trait regardless of text types or whether it is a 
style specific to this particular writing 






The distribution of cohesive ties by categories 
was less than even. It was marked by a high 
occurrence of lexical cohesive devices (1.56 per T-
unit) but a very low frequency of grammatical ties 
(.29 per T-unit). This seems to suggest that the 
students had a tendency to depend heavily on 
specific category or categories of cohesive devices. 
They were inclined to use a vast number of one or two 
categories of cohesive ties in compensation for the 
other categories of ties that they used sparsely. 
5.2 Further Discussion: Limitations and Possibilities 
The NAEP holistic cohesion rating scale, which 
mainly assesses cohesion in writing, predicted 10% of 
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the variance In the ability to read and interpret 
text. On the other hand, the Bamberg holistic 
coherence rating scale, which assesses not only 
cohesion but also various facets of coherence, 
accounted for 25% of the variance in reading ability. 
The six sub-categories on the Bamberg scale are :" 
- cohesion 
- having a topic and staying with the topic; 
- orienting the reader; 
- having a plan; 
- providing closure; 
- avoiding grammatical or mechanical errors. 
The present study shows that the six subcategories of 
the Bamberg scale taken together accounted for 25% of 
the varIance in the ability to read and interpret 
text. It, however, stops short of showing how much 
each individual subcategory contributed to the 
variance in reading ability. It would be worthwhile 
in follow-up research studies to score essays on 
each of the six subcategories. The results would 
provide a clearer picture of the contribution made by 
each facet of cohesion and coherence to the variance 
in the ability to read and interpret text and would 
therefore lead to a better understanding of how 
cohesion and coherence interact to give textuality. 
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In the present study, coherence in writing was 
found to account for 25% of the variance in the 
ability to read and interpret text. In other words, 
still very large portions of the variance In reading 
ability are not yet accounted for. 
De Beaugrande and DressIer (1981) posit seven 
standards of textuality of which cohesion and 
coherence constitute two. The other five standards 
of textuality they have identified are 
intentionality; acceptability; informativity; 
situationality; and intertextuality. It would " be 
interesting to investigate whether the other five 
standards of textuality also predict the variance In 
the ability to read and interpret text. A viable 
approach would be to incorporate the primary traits 
pertaining to the other five dimensions of textuality 
as posited by De Beaugrande and DressIer into the 
Bamberg Holistic Coherence Scoring Scale so that 
essays can be rated on a wider spectrum of textual 
dimensions. 
In the present study, only one genre of student 
text, namely, the persuasive essay, has been 
investigated. It cannot, therefore, be ascertained 
104 
whether the "linguistic patterns that have emerged 
from the analysis are specific to persuasive writing 
only, or are applicable to other genres of text. 
This could be verified by analyzing different genres 
of texts produced in parallel settings. 
The 
i.e. a 
focus of the present study is on a 
student text after it has been 




process of text creation itself. To corroborate or 
supplement the findings, their possible 
interpretations and the questions raised in this 
study, it would be useful to investigate student 
thinking processes while composing text. This could 
be done through think aloud protocols, introspective 
interviews or immediate recalls. 
Raters in this study took three minutes on 
average to rate a 400-word essay vis-a-vis the rating 
speed of one minute per 400-word essay as recommended 
by McColly (1970) for L1 raters rating L1 texts. It 
would 
reasons 
be interesting to inquire further 
why non-native teachers, 
professionally trained and have near native 
proficiency, took three times as long 







holistically. In VIew of the fact that in the 
present study raters took much longer than one minute 
to rate a 400-word essay and yet inter-rater 
reliability was within an acceptable range (.74 to 
.81 Cronbach Alpa), it would also be worth exploring 
whether rating speed is as closely related to rater 
reliability as McColly (1970) has suggested. 
Another possibility for further research would 
be to conduct longitudinal studies. A possible 
starting point would be to analyze the results of the 
Use of English paper this year (1993) and compare 
them with those of the present study to further 
corroborate the findings of this study and to see if 
any trend of development can be established. It 
would also be interesting to explore what effects it 
will have on students' ability to read and interpret 
texts if they are taught to use cohesive devices 
effectively to achieve coherence in their writing, 
and to investigate what effects it will have on 
students' ability to communicate in writing if they 
are given instruction in using cohesive devices 
(bottom-up processing) and schematic background (top-
down processing) while reading. 
investigation would help to give 
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This line of 
insights into the 
synergic interactions between cohesion and coherence 
in reading and cohesion and coherence in writing. 
Halliday and Hasan's taxonomy of cohesion (1976) 
describes the surface structure of the text and 
focuses on the sentence, a superficial measurement of 





distorted picture of 
Examine the following 
examples taken from students' texts. 
the 
two 
"Although London University is world famous, 
expensive." 
it is 
"London University IS world famous. 
expensive." 
It IS, however, 
In accordance with Halliday and Hasan's taxonomy, the 
pronominal "it" in the second example is considered 
cohesive whereas the pronominal "it" in the first is 
not. Yet, it is obvious that the two examples ', 
though different in surface structure, share the 
same, or virtually the same deep structure. A 
possible direction for future research is to base the 
unit of text analysis on meaning or semantics for 
instance, propositional units, as used in Van Dijk's 
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studies (Siu, 1992). 
5.3 Implications for Instruction 
The results of the present study show that the 
students who have a good command of the linguistic 
resources necessary for the creation of textuality as 
indicated by their holistic cohesion scores and 
holistic coherence scores are more proficient readers 
and writers of text than those who do not. It 
follows that, to be proficient in reading and writing 
text, a good command of language at the level of the 
sentence is necessary, but not sufficient. What is 
also needed is an effective control over the varlOUS 
sources of t~xtuality, including cohesion. 
To place due emphasis on textuality does not 
mean to relegate aspects involving operation at or 
below the level 
insignificance. 
of the sentence to relative 
Without the knowledge of how words 
and clauses are formed, the production of a good, 
natural text is impossible. It does mean, however, 
that aspects within the entire domain of language 
teaching, ranging from vocabulary to syntax, from 
pronunciation to intonation, from punctuation to 
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paragraphing, and from reading to writing should be 
taught with a discourse orientation. Variations In 
clause structure, for instance, as suggested by 
McCarthy (1991 p.59) should be "taught and learnt In 
the context of the entire pIece of discourse and its 
function(s) rather than In isolation". In short, 
teachers should endeavour to bring a discourse 
dimension to virtually each and every activity in the 
language curriculum. 
It IS particularly worthy of note that it has 
long been a practice of local teachers to use overly 
simple language in the classroom. So much so that a 
sharp 
used 
distinction has emerged between 
within the classroom and that used 
the language 
outside of 
the classroom to the extent that students who cope 
well with the artificial simplicity of the language 
they are exposed to in school settings are left 
completely stranded in the face of the 'complexity' 
of the natural discourse they come across In real 
life situations. It is, therefore, essential on the 
one hand to caution against the expediency of using 
artifically simple language in the classroom and to 
suggest on the other that teachers should make their 
language as uncontrived and discourse oriented as 
possible, matching closely the natural discourse of 
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everyday life (Falvey, 1987). 
In addition, students should be taught cohesion 
and coherence in writing from the perspectives of the 
reader and they should also be taught cohesion 
(bottom-up processing) and coherence (top-down 
processing) in reading from the perspectives of the 
writer. Only through these experiences will they be 
able to see the reciprocity between 
reading and writing and to understand 
cohesion in 
how cohesion 
and coherence interact to enable readers and writers 
to construct textual meaning. 
Despite the importance of cohesion to the 
creation of textuality, teachers must not forget to 
help their students keep a balanced perspective in 
the use of cohesive devices in gene~al anq in the use 
of conjunctions 
(Spiegel, 1992). 
or connectives in particular 
It must be made explicit to 
students that cohesion does not result from simply 
scattering large numbers of conjunctions and other 
categories of cohesive devices all over their texts. 
They should be shown how connectives used aptly and 
selectively can signal different types of logical and 
conjunctive relations between sentences or T-units. 
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More importantly, students should also be shown 
how implicit conjunctive relations can be expressed 
without the use of overt markers. An effective way 
may be to let them read natural texts in which 
unmarked conjunctive relations abound. As a result, 
students will not have the tendency to use 
connectives like "all-purpose quick-drying glue" 
(Hayward and Wilcoxon, 1991 pg.18). They will also 
be able to interpret and express implicit cohesive 
and conjunctive relations effectively in reading and 
writing text. 
After decades of language teaching during which 
local language teachers have been pre-occupied with 
the sentence and its components i.e. effectively 
operating at or below the level of the sentence, it 
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Appendix A (i) 
TEST A 
Reading and Language Systems 
Question Book 






1. Write your name, school, class, and class number 
in the spaces provided on this cover and on the 
answer sheet. 
2. Answer all questions in 
sections. 
each of the three 
3. All answers should be marked or written on the 
answer sheet. 
4. For multiple-choice questions, mark only one 
answer to each question. Two or more answers 
will score no marks. 
5. Marks will not be deducted for wrong answers. 
Section A 
. Appendix A (ii) 
Read the following passage and then answer questions 1 - 13. Choose the option k'hich best answers each question. 
You should aark Jour ~nswers to questions 1 - 13 on the answer sheet. 
BRINGING ENGLISH LITERATURE CLASSES IN THE U.K. UP TO DATE 
Suddenly, English literature is news. Sparked off by suggestions that the farliliar Eng. Lit. course lIight 
disappear as a single subject at O-level, the Sunday heavies have ' weighed in with articles in its defence. 
However, the unpalatable truth we have to face is that Eng. Lit. in its present forll, particularly at A-level, is 
largely inca.pable of persuading today's students that serious books are worth a place in their lives, Today's 
students have other preoccupations. Kore significantly, they have grown up in an era when I5-year-old students 
spend as much tine watching television as they do at school. 
If we are really to sholl people literature utters in an age when the alternatives are so readily available and 
appealing, then we have to look beyond our narrow literary-critical traditions and approach books /lore 
ilaginatively. There are lIore and better ways of responding to serious writing than producing critical essays. 10 
This is where the real debate lies. 
for Ilteratur~ teaching. 
With this in mind here are three suggestions for the new code of practice 
One: A long, hard look needs to be given to what books are read in school and why. The sad fact is that 
lost literature courses, A-level in particular, treat the subject as a historical phenolenon that stopped sometime 
during the 1930s. Contemporary literature, where it is acknowledged at all, barely n~rits a passing nod. 15 
SOlle die-hards argue that lIuch contemporary literature is not appropriat.e for classroom study; firstly, they 
maintain that the --- adllittedly at times very explicit --- language in lIanyof today's beoks is sillply not suitable 
for young people to read. Yet surely to exclude books on the grounds of crude language is to giv~ a distorted view 
both of the world and of literature! Their second, and possibly lIore serious, objection is the difficulty of choosing 20 
the right books. It IS probable that a good dea.l of even serious conte/lporary writing will not make it through to 
the neIt century. We all lIake Ilistakes. At the turn of the century critics were falling over thellselves in the race 
to compare Stephen Phillips with Shakespeare and Byron. Who reads Phillips now? (Who has heard of Phillips 
now?) A final objection ls that with conte/lporary literature there is precious little in the way of received wisdom 
to fall back on.There are no well-accepted critical analyses that can be studied and offered as self-evident literary 25 
truths. This Bight leave some teachers feeling vulnerable. Yet there are advantages for both teachers and students . . 
Perhaps for the first tile they lIill have to take part in a real task. They will nCII have to read and respond to 
books without the assistance of critical analyses for the teachers or prepared notes for the students. 
Two: We need to balance the judgellental bias of lIost essay writing by an apprenticeship approach which 
encourages students to explore texts through imitation. Books ef1erge as part of a living process and it ought to 30 
be possible for students to taste the process if not to share it.rhis will teach them fa~ more than the coldly clinical 
skills of literary criticisll. It has the added advantage of opening up the fundamental relationship between reading 
and writing. The reader then becolles a participant rather than sOlle kind of aged giJardian keeping watch over our 
cultural heritage. 
Three: The third suggestion involves the recognition that literature is ultillately about our own lives. In the 35 
elevated land of literary criticisB, there ought also to be room for the kind of response an author actually wants 
froB a reader. An author does not want to be told he shares the same preoccupations as George Eliot (and deals 
with them Iloreo~ -less successfully), or how his style has changed over the course of three books, or even that he 
bas been successful in presenting his central theme of death and betrayal. What an author wants to hear from a 
reader is more straightforward. It is simply: Yes --- I have felt that. It relates to my life in this way. Perhaps 40 
the best .. ay this can be achieved is through the student's own writing. A-level invariably squeezes out this 
personal element in favour of a hi'ghly impersonal, judgemental approach. 
Clearly sOllething has got to change. Otherwise we will simply end up discouraging students froB reading 
good books by confining them to uninspiring literature classes. 








Why is English Literature in the news? 
A. It has sparked off a lot of discussion. 
S. Many articles have been writt~n about 
it. 
C. It lIay be taken off the examination 
syllabus. 
D. It has been subject to a lot of 
criticisll in the press. 
When the writer mentions (the alternatives' in 
line 7, what is he referring to? 
A. history and literary-critical traditions 
B. classes in subjects other than English 
Literature 
C. serious as well as popular writing 
D. television and other forms of 
entertainment 
How lIuch contellporary literature is 
incorporated into English Literature classes? 
A. a great deal 
B. too liuch 
C. very little 
D. none at all 
The writer feels that the explicit language in 
sOlle of today's books ........ . 
A. should be avoided as it is not suitable. 
B. distorts reality and hence is out of 
place. 
C. is a realistic part of contemporary 
literature. 
D. is not appropriate in contemporary 
literature. 
What does the writer suggest is one of the 
problells with selecting contemporary books for 
A-level study? 
A. Some of then will not last. 
S. Some of then are objectionable. 
C. Some of the.1I contain many errors. 
D. Many critics sillply despise a lot of the 
authors. 
In line 20, the phrase (falling over 
themselves' leans .•...... 
A. competing with each other. 
B. cooperating with each other. 
C. disagreeing with each other. 
D. corresponding with each other. 
Why are some teachers rather frightened of 
contenporary literature? 
A. Felt' critical works have been written 
about the authors. 
S. A lot of the writing lacks COIIIDon sense. 
C. Critics have reviewed some of it badly. 
D. There is too much real-world violence 1n 





Appendix A (iii) 
The writer suggests that one of the best ways to 
appreciate an author is to " ...... 
A. write critical essays on his work. 
S. read his work and then try to write in the 
same style. 
C. learn his work by heart to taste the 
characters. 
D. read his work in rich cultural surroundings. 
What does an author want a reader to get fron 
his books? 
A. an understanding of the serious topics the 
author has been dealing with 
B. an appreciation of how the author's style has 
developed 
C. the ability to lIake room for the critics' 
views 
D. a personal reaction to what the author was 
writi!lg about 
Concerning suggestion three, what does the writer 
feel about current A-level;courses? 
A. A-level forces students to do too nuch 
writing. 
B. There is not enough enphasis on the personal-
reaction side. 
C. They force students into a very subjecti ve 
approach. 
D. There is too much squeezed into the syllabus. 
The word (I' (line 38) refers to ........ 






the writer of the article. 
12. The world (invariably' (line 39) could best be 
13. 





In this article, the writer suggests that ... . ... . 
A. students will be responsible for changin~ 
their own attitudes towards Bng. Lit .. 
S. students will be reluctant to study English 
Litei'ature until the sylla.bus ,is changed. 
C. teachers have to be trained to teach 
contemporary literature. 
D. 19th Centu ry telts should be brought up tc 
date. 
Appendix A (iv) 
Section A 
The following passage is in three paragraphs. Choose the options so that the passage makes sense as a whole. 
You should nark yonr answers to questions 14-25 on the answer sheet. 
MONOSODIUM GLUTAMATE (MSG): ITS USE IN FOOD 
The next tif1e you tuck into a bowl of noodles and soup at your local 'tai-pai-tong', you 'iill 
in all likelihood become rather ill. A. 
B. 
(U) C. 
have a small chance of consuming KSG. 
certainly have an extreRely tasty meal. 
probably get more than you bargained for. 
Stirred into the bowl is likely to be a fair-siged 
D. 





Since Chinese food is a natural source of KSG, 
Because of the relative availability of KSG, 
When HSG is used in typically-Chinese rice dishes, 
As HSG features so strongly in Chinese cuisine, 
(15) 
A. usually used in snaller eating . 
establishments. 
B. widely thought to damage your 
health. 
C. never conclusively linked to 
health disorders. 
D. sometimes added to bland-tasting 
food. 
the side-effects associated with its 
use are known as 'Chinese restaurant syndrome'~ And, according to Dr C Wong of the Chinese University of 
A. 
B. 
Hong Kong Medical Faculty, the (17) C. 
D. 
'The abuse of KSG occurs only 
cheaper the food, 
nore famous the restaurant, 
flare expensive the noodles, 
more delicious the ingredients, 




'The medical effects of HSG are underestimated 
'The use of MSG is pr~valent in 10W'-priced restaurants,' said Dr Wong, 
D. 'The use of HSG is unconmon 
A. also an authority on Chines~ cooking. 
B. investigating different health problems. 





D. looking into manifestations of the chenicals. 
increase the consunption of Chinese food 
enhance the flavour of food 
offer an.e x ten s i ve IU en u 
appeal to the tastes of HSG addicts 
increasing the owner's costs is to use HSG.' 
'The only way to 
in these restaurants without greatly 
Appendix A (v) 
Hore HSG is consulled in Asia than in Western countries, and, as you might expect, Hong Kong restaurants 









ill fact divided. 
no longer available. 
carefully prescribed. 
nonetheless confirmed. 
There is little supporting evidence 
to disprove that MSG has a specific influence on health 
to recommend that HSG is an addiction 
to suggest that MSG has a cumulative effect 
to investigate MSG's side-effects 
A. Only a few cases have been reported, 
even though immediate reactions 
B. SOle people are especially sensitive to the additive, 
to it are well docu~ented. (23) C. Most restaurant patrons experience problel1s, with the 
D. Very few people react to the additive, 
nore COBmon complaints being loss of menory, tightening of the chest, vo~iting and itching. And, it can get 
A. Because the short-term effects are known, 
B. Until more definitive analyses of the effects are 
carried out, 
worse depending on the individual's reaction to HSG. (24) C. In addition to being unable to prove long-range 
damage, 
D. While food manufacturers maintain that tiny amounts 
are relatively harnless, 
critics argue that a diet of food processed with HSG could give a harmful dose to a sensitive person. 




not to be conscious of 
to Qote down the effects of 
to be especially afraid of 
D. no t to consume 
Meanwhile the debate on the use of HSG continues. 
(Freely adapted [roR an article in the Sunday Standard. I 
meals containing large amounts of MSG. 
Appendix A (vi) 
Section C 
The sentences in Coluan B ca.n be paired with those in Coluan A so that the second sentence follows naturally froll 
the first. Write the letters of the paired sentences from Colullln B in the spaces provided 00 tbe a.oslfer sheet 












Observers note that Ho has distanced 
himself frol the small-town politics 
of the Legislative Assembly and the 
Portuguese administration. 
As oil prices boolled in the late 10s, 
Ho set up a race track: in feheran, 
but its potential was destroyed by 
the 1919 revolution after only three 
months of operation. 
As a young man during World War Il, 
Ho frequently risked his life, 
playing middleman between the city 
and its Japanese .aggressors beyond 
the gates. 
By the early 60s, Ho was al ready an 
extremely wealthy man. 
Good ties with the Hacau Government 
are an imperative for the success of 
Ho's busines~, SfDM. 
As an operator of Macau's five 
casinos, Ho adllits to a moral 
obligation to people yho may fall 
victim to ga~bling. 
Ho's Shun Tak Enterprises also helped 
to develop upmarket residences in the 
Hid-Levels at a tirne when prices were 
declining. 
Ho also feels obliged to support a 
variety of good causes, 
Ho's latest b id is to pe rsuade the 
Hong Kong governllent to /lake a 
contribution towards . the Kacau 
airport. 
In the past 28 years, however, srDH 
has become far more than a .casino 
company: it is now Hacau's second 
power, according to many observers. 
COLUMN B 
A. AHong Kong analyst puts it even more bluntly: 
'Everyone in Kacau is a Ho employee, including 
the governor.' 
B. But rather than sit b·ack and count the money, 
he set hiltself a challenge of highly ambitious 
proportions. 
C. But with typical optillis/l, Ho insisted that 
the property market was on the upturn. 
D. For a lIere H1$3 billion investment, he claims, 
he will be able to convince the Hacau 
governaent to share this superb facility ~ith 
its neighbour. 
E. Ho also apparently ude a lot of money, 
wheeling and dealing not only in diffkult-to-
get everyday needs, but in gold, gemstones 
and, according to some, weapons. 
F. He has served as Pres ident of the animal 
charity, RSPCA, as Vice-chairman of the Hong 
Kong Gi rl Guides' Association, and donated 
money to establish two sports centres. 
G. IHe is very intelligent in not interfering in 
areas that are not essential to the well-being 
of his business,' a legislator says. 
H. Sillilarly, a contract to open a casino in 
Karachi was cancelled when Bhutto was 
overthrown by Zia ul-Hag. 
1. His ganbling franchise, which has been 
renegotiated twice since it was first granted 
in 1962, is subject to suspension without 
compensation by the local authorities. 
J. • I have signs displayed in each cas ino warning 
people not to gamble too heavily; but I think 
it's fair to say t.hat if I didn't run the 
casinos so~ebody else would,' Ho insists. 
END OF PAPER 




3. Class Stream Group 
4. Class No. 
5. Date of Birth 
6. Sex: 
7. Grades attained in HKCE English Language 
(a) Overall : 
(b) Listening & Speaking 
(c) Read.ing & Writing : 
8. Have you seen any of the sections in this. test before? 
(state yes or no) 
If your response to item no.8 is "yes", go on to item no.9. 
9. Complete the following as appropriate. 
( i ) Put a tick in Box 1 beside any sectionls you 
have seen before. 
( i i ) Put a tick in Box 2 beside any . sec t ionls you 
have done before. 
(iii) Put a tick in Box 3 beside any sectionls you 
have done before and you have consulted model answers 
or discussed the answers with your teacher. 




This IS the end of the questionnaire. Thank you. 
Appendix B 
Writing Test 
1. You have one hour and five minutes for this 
paper. 
2. It is suggested that you spend some of the time 
on planning and proof-reading. 
3. Answer the following question in about 400 words. 
A friend has been offered a place to study 
economlCS at Hong Kong University. He/She has also, 
however, received a similar offer from London 
University, a well known university In Great Britain. 
Unable to, make up his/her mind, your friend has 
written to seek advice from you. Write a reply 
giving him/her your views about the advantages and 
disadvantages of studying at one university rather 
than the other, tell him/her which offer you think 
he/she should accept and explain why. Start your 
letter with 'Dear Ming' and sign yourself 'Yin'. 
End of Paper 

CUHK Libraries 
111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111I 
000388948 
